ROME RENA RARA Re ir hdi I Ive T j | eter 7: SUITE EIG Eh Tec fat et Tit yx bonn DO n 
zx A Ht TURNS b XE URT SEP VERAM DE i e 35 DES iU ee UEM Uit Chun di 
ahh 3 - DAC visis AVESSE YE ELE : | (tide M AMAMAMALMISUE # enterit 
2a); i ; sireli Th Rind i : y Ip fife tet 
"urn MARRE ory sige pend een i tetas) i fe Heirs! j : H 


t api EA RAS SHARE RER AT tere ` 
$ SA ey E PD TEE UTE 1 5 
NS à 2 wir t 3 2 ett Teter ei 
tà af i ? Ak t ` t 18h 3 7 in Ti or d s A t " iet T 3 
TESI Yin du M d : A : 2 j RE = YN YT. rs tt $ i aie f aig Tele tette ni 
RHN Hw AREA ERRE TESI, VE RT MAAMA MESCIA ANM IAM Mea MAAA SLATE Ha Moa naa seas ena IH SA ees n un EUN gt "mu 
Mn DS rest Mem SITE EPIS ; in WT dy REIHE 15152 s SNO BREI ITE ME : MM EI = it T it HEURE S t 
x ARE Mou eua ea BEIN ES HER MU uel PEU RUNE H s MI AE ui 
"DEP ; 1 A AAACASA IADA APARMA LAKA Ss es e eo Mula Saee HITS MRAGAI SAAN a rts j n 1 
dB RIOT HII Ds in M D DAMM SEM USADAS LDAP Ma nur 7 Tp FERNEN na 


TENETE 
i s 
ni AOL ASARANA ISAAA MASRANA ASLAN MS f Trinken HET HEAT ts i tus Hu 
AL EA : ' ii 
2 Que | NU d T bua EMI 
7 T. BEN REESE enters MCA Ra td AE t Sa a j etre ey t C T. Ten : etti 
; I, Vetere ette fete eiae tef 
R Ty Dé $ rs > i t rele, "I im at T EY i 5 Y MES aT 


: : PAARE Cage HIC SHE OMA MS ; : L LAACTS RASS be 35 tan t avi" 
+ I T ner Vi Ty wate art TS r4 i Ri net IAME ARAI RATAA NA I peg eel a Tete ette tate. vene 


x STI "Ws 


MALE TOS ; es n I 
Ten i afa ; Si T oe MSS AMANT ARE ret. oA 
$ dice À : Mar > AA MAII : obe AS KO leve et rio tec Celrte tre ee eet T tef fe 
re m i Wb tet tare Se IET RE ENT, N Eft TREE AY ds 
i MAS y! ~ n^ y deret. 2 À e i t 
Y ; x T nieto 
T M Us t T i ret J 
Me IT us nak OM MM ET tere) 
125 qo Sty A M 
f fy 
jJ PM ral : if 
OTETTA IEEE PERRIERI 


: hi : : rely : Tales ahs a ttt VES : "dois f h te : ie e MU a! 3 MT dz RETT 
ately) 1 AST AD ASS 2 : D Tetewlelete it) t. f T Ss ASA M $ 
eet. y en » : MUI T i ay Te erue REDIT x ETAT. p y Hs bey | n 
Ur } b «Is : um "Nt TE ED, y "y mm Pant S DEN SY d n ure AM e Merito : SESS zo TT MA DTE Ton Ne ir á E WD hes 1 Mr 
un X RAA MS i , à i Mab | SA Y SETS 7 ER TES n Art els i Te Lote Y. 1 is A : dicet gie N ne 5i ZU 
vivbishesbis ioter > tease 188 : MUN Masi MESES SUI b Th MAL Suid: MM MIA HEMOS uni ERES E Am Hm 
Te D Te M ER f h : : dis xirie ete eleleToteTe us ei * rey i x : fer ergehen : t SE ur : eter $ estela à TE 


hele: Er ue Te TET M vt 5 i ^ As eias : n? 

TN SESS RT vines n HN NETTE ER ntes etel D A AALER "nr TORE 5 
Xn f Tur NOT za HT 
TIC y Try Ras : i BERN: EST V 1 rte 15 n 
ug Ty } 10521232515 ii E M j Tiere TIER i; - 1 
vieta RA AA NU Y nee ee edes " ] > £ A vs dr te tat tet, j . : i 
D RAI ux a Tie akan ine ey eet. Y TENTE 2 Perg 3 : E Fester AS. - de 5 YUTLY AA TL ARA in 
platy lat yt es ; : TT 1 - Maly eT Te tere but : : : ^ Tes i - LUC | telae els 
sun ^ vis eret leute: f : [ LAT. f "T A aln RARUS AMAA ES SARAAEBS, dior dE OA ae NL. qr est. À AEBS Tet 

: vu RH i Yl ! : IISTetST EIN 1 Lore lely ty? a ttes Te ; 1 Eun ; $ : Wty : ARE 
eet. Ty Y 1 1 Y "fA net < : 4 S 

D i ; ; : - 358 $ Y: n n DNE ts 3 `s , eret (d EN PAA ` 2 r Tyr $; Rane hid A MEI 


j 1e oe 5 zhi i 

Sene. t ARALAR N e v JA LT ni , race vi [9^ P^ EA S x - $ * EM 

eem $ aS EAD f UU TS Tx ET MEI ISP tette $ Y M ; Teele 
bene RR: Titel A lelatety FARRE SARNA ETET tet Fy) Cts ; AAA 5 i eher. MS 

e Iu Ns TN alate tatel yh : x iier detestatur SAGA x T 
3 : Tei Tite 2M ; $ 1 ^ ARA ET PAR y ; ATE 
eis Tt * & , 4 4 4 M T À Aa T ARR 

dere : i : Tl ARA / PLI 


TET vie ey ey eel te 


I 


Ove 
Se tely ver E 2151 rid oes 
cA : SIM ; E 
T 4 titiri, rE t x ity ipe. f 2 frete iey BM : $ re E 

Tet AE ^ | Peta totaly f f 2 1 x SIS 
MM e ; SD tie E ERBE ER RK EA e EET DO ER Tode FEET: ? do te ; 
Wee : MARE reg i ; : f : f 1 

Y f f : 2 


T 


EEE RAR, je ri | 
pees : i ! x 1 : f \ 
MAT : lege: T CIEN 3 Tit, y i ins 

à 1 4 x PA 

eneit EU TESTSEITE 


T uc Hel í Xi 
4 K ü $ M Y t Se 2 r : i 3 f 15 tot. Viv 
by? 7 A N At f 2 1 Ter M E Yi MY. 
INH large gid T NIMM MM 
M 5 TETIN | , TS . 
TT ` M rm: [ 1 7 The 
ale els n iu A sielet 
ty Een - ISAAA p 


oj > 
12143 


zs 


DE 


Dt 
Be OR os Yes 
- ; í f Ne 


{ety 
fi 


T :: 


$ TS M eet ert f : Se $ Í ; 


i 


Tu 


T Ira 


I 


et att 


ey tut 
AC Test 


wy 


1413 i 
B 
di 


wi 


ty 1 M 
$ PE 
visse Ier 
AN 


I 


7 


BE 


me 


BERKER 
Herren 
1 Wr. 


<< Lt 


- PESE AP nC M NE 
^ € 
EE doa ds? 


T eura 
EEE FEN RS 
ee 
Mo 


rong 


f 
5 
AUS 
AE aras 
I. 


$e 
dew 





A 
» 


OF PRIYO 
en Ri ig 






OCT 25 1974 
My S 
"Logica, SNS 


BV ac 
CUOL 


Copy Fe 






2 
2 













, 
. 
f `~ 
Jr 355 0A BAT I AAS 
“igh un pir can i} en 
N D * ' 
u: j Oo 1 à - 
LAUFE s Bs 
UA d D è M 7 : 
Hi ? 
| À * 
vå 7 fi 
i Ali i D 
ges a Jh j 
E 4; LM 
y f í 
at ' A 
1 ^ 
i 
$ P Á 
"u^ LI 
$j. Sr QU» 
i t 
p 
1 
40 : » » 
K 74 i 
D de - 
al 
; 5 
i f 
4 
. 
n 
1 
. 
i 
f i ~ ‘ 
" " 
v x , 
j ^s 
i T 
\ 
n 
P 
{ 
i ; B i 
fi 
" 
i : 
1 
m 3 - 
Y A e y 
s A MI 
i E k 
* " 
qe: 
m F3 





yum 
EO 











"n » a 

Da FEET = 

Ak s I hit i k 

» i i , M. do 2 e j 
12i X E É 


a 


FRE 


F: 










ae 
"m 
La A 
NL 








N E x pos 
a x 


A ot 


d PX 
k 


"f 





EATING AND DRINKING WITH JESUS 


Books by Arthur C. Cochrane 
Published by The Westminster Press 


Eating and Drinking with Jesus: 

An Ethical and Biblical Inquiry 
Reformed Confessions of the 16th Century (Ed.) 
The Church’s Confession Under Hitler 
The Existentialists and God 


Translator— 


Otto Weber, Karl Barth’s Church Dogmatics: 
An Introductory Report 


SM na PR mem 
"PP. 3 | >. i ai ; 
f NS “A 
OCT 25 1974 ) 
^ AX 
frz 2 GM f 
KT RÌ A Y e" 


jj 06 Hil AL -—L $t! Pd 


Eating and Ding 
with Jesus 


AN ETHICAL AND BIBLICAL INQUIRY 


by ARTHUR C. COCHRANE 


WwW 


THE WESTMINSTER PRESS * PHILADELPHIA 


COPYRIGHT © 1974 THE WESTMINSTER PRESS 


All rights reserved—no part of this book may be repro- 
duced in any form without permission in writing from 
the publisher, except by a reviewer who wishes to quote 
brief passages in connection with a review in magazine 
Or newspaper. 


Scripture quotations from the Revised Standard Version 
of the Bible are copyright, 1946 and 1952, by the Divi- 
sion of Christian Education of the National Council of 
Churches, and are used by permission. 


PUBLISHED BY THE WESTMINSTER PRESS @ 
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 


PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data 


Cochrane, Arthur C. 
Eating and drinking with Jesus; an ethical and 
biblical inquiry. 


Bibliography: p. 

1. Lord’s Supper—Biblical teaching. 2. Food in 
the Bible. 3. Drinking in the Bible. I. Title. 
BV823.C58 231 10 73-22364 
ISBN 0-664-20865-7 


Contents 


Preface 

] WHY MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 
2 WHAT MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 
3 HOW MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 


© A. An Act of Faith: The Eucharist 
^ B. An Act of Love: The Agape 
N C. An Act of Hope: The Marriage Supper 


Appendix I. WHETHER JESUS IS EATEN IN THE LORD'S 
SUPPER 


Appendix II. THE CASE OF “THE UGLY, BROAD DITCH” 
AND THE LEUENBERG AGREEMENT OF 1973 


Notes and References 
Bibliography 


Indexes 


100 


119 


149 
157 
187 


198 


i FR E : x | ! : b. g 
Te ru ree dee JA TAR RAN 


OF | art EPY 3 ER USE Fata 


e s | i R AN ar N: new | 


$5. | Nr ge, wi und lo A 


La cst el e 27 wi "ia Mt: cr A ae 


E wee ne A 4 


RE REG Ray auis ao 


a = 
Tek 
i 
F VE y en 
j A . ; 
n 7 y v; 4 EA + 4 







Ve, À 
1 4 VuT 
' 4 
{ e 
Le 
` nh j 
h h 
RR, u j 
5: nb. 
eder 4 4 tool 
- 
m i i 
A " 1 at 3 
n - "us a i 
S Y 
i 1 
| 
x 
r 
D 
X v 
a P + 
M T v. NT 
"A" | 
"YI hos 
T r 
t 
jd M 
b c 
aJ 
^j ) d 


; TW 
i d. t 
4. 
u 


Te 









LER d ev 5 


r= 


. - d = Kr AM 
noi UM ^ agit - p mtia hae 
p , y Er y . r ri 


ti 2 
j ru if "i : 
ci NONEM IS 


PEN « AS "e 1 nu L P 
7/80. perticas DNE: mat 3 


T Tuc E a 
u A ' 
e^ ^ e | AN 
ae (PU, nr cta men 


Preface 


A preface affords an author an opportunity to record his grat- 
itude to those who have assisted him directly or indirectly 
and to offer a sort of review of his own book. This book is an 
expansion and revision of the Robert Laidlaw Lectures, which 
I was invited to deliver at Knox Theological College, ‘Toronto, 
during January and February of 1973. I am grateful to Princi- 
pal Stanley Glen and to Professor David Hay for the invita- 
tion and for their warm hospitality. During the same period I 
was privileged to conduct a graduate seminar on the subject 
of the lectures at the ecumenical Toronto School of ‘Theology. 
For this I am indebted to Professor Douglas Jay, the director, 
and to Professor Charles Hay, the director of graduate studies. 
The reception I was given at my alma mater, even when criti- 
cisms and disagreements were sometimes expressed, was heart- 
warming. 

Some of the ideas presented in this book were given a sort 
of trial run in a seminar for ministers which I conducted dur- 
ing the summer of 1970 at Ghost Ranch, Abiquiu, New Mex- 
ico, a retreat center of the Board of Christian Education of 
The United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. For that re- 
warding experience I am indebted to its director, the Rev. Dr. 
James Hall. While the final draft of the manuscript was being 
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written in Germany during the spring of 1973, I had an op- 
portunity to confer with various theologians and to give a lec- 
ture on the subject at the Predigerseminar at Hofgeismar. 
Special thanks are due to Dr. Hans-Gernot Jung, director of 
the Evangelical Academies in Germany, and to Dr. Christian 
Zippert, Professor of Practical Theology at the seminary. 
Through the good offices of Professor Helmut Gollwitzer the 
lecture was published in Junge Kirche. It is, however, doubtful 
whether the various lectures could have been given if, over a 
seven-year period, a number of good students at the Dubuque 
Theological Seminary and at Pittsburgh Theological Seminary 
had not elected to take seminars with me on the Lord’s Sup- 
per, engaging in intensive Biblical exegesis and historical stud- 
jes in the church fathers and the Reformers. 

The thesis that is argued in these pages has grown out of 


^. two convictions. The’ first is that the so-called Sacrament of 


the Lord’s Supper, as it is observed in most churches, has little 
relevance for modern man, precisely because it has little or 
no relation to eating and drinking outside the church walls. 
With the problems of poverty and hunger, and of the pro- 
` duction, distribution, and consumption of food, which oppress 
all people in their. daily lives, it has virtually nothing to do. 
| The Lord's Supper has no relation to people's work, their 
economics, and their politics. Moreover, it has no connection 
© with the countless ways in which men and women eat and 
drink. Through my reading of Karl Barth, and in a quite dif- 
ferent way through my reading of Paul Tillich, I came to see 
that Christendom has tended to drive a wedge—a wedge that 
is foreign to the Bible—between the sacred and the secular, 
the soul and the body, the spiritual and the temporal, and thus 
to drive a wedge between a holy and a profane eating and 
drinking. If there has ever been a separation of the "two king- 
doms," between the sacred and the secular, then it is the doc- 
trine and practice of the Lord's Supper. 
In the Bible all life is lived in relation to God. There is no 
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sphere of human activity outside of God’s grace and outside 
of a covenant relationship with him. Whatever men do in 
business and commerce, at work or at play, they do or do not 
do to the glory of God. Israel is not first of all and in general 
a people which engages in all kinds of secular activities, such 
as sowing and reaping, buying and selling, marrying and pro- 
. creating, and then in addition has a particular faith and form 
of worship and thus is active in a particular religious sphere 
in relation to God. On the contrary, everything that Israel 
does is done in relation to God. To be sure, this relationship 
is expressed in particular cultic acts. But these cultic acts are 


representative of the whole of life in relation to God. In the | 
New Testament, Christians are reminded: “Whether you eat; 


or drink, or whatever you do; do all to.the glory of God." 

In our day it is especially necessary that the gospel E ex- 
pressed in the language of the world, that is, in relation to what 
modern man experiences and feels. In a day when people seem 
to have forgotten what it means to eat and drink, I was driven 
to ask about the similarity, the dissimilarity, and the connec- 


tion between the Lord's Supper and eating and drinking in- 


general. The Supper had to be seen in a wider perspective and 
answers had to be found to three simple, yet profound, ques- 
tions: Why, what, and how may and must men and women 


eat and drink with Jesus? This book is an attempt to supply 


answers to these three questions. 

As I pondered these questions I came to a „second convic- 
tion related to the first, namely, that the separation between 
a holy and a profane eating and drinking has been due to 
the church doctrine that the Lord's Supper is a sacrament. By - 
sacrament is meant a religious and cultic act whereby Jesus 
Christ is made present and his body and blood are eaten and 
drunk, whether realistically or spiritually, an act which is there- | 
foréa@ means of grace and a means of creating and strengthen- 
ing faith. This time-honored doctrine had to go, not because 


supernaturalism is either incomprehensible or unacceptable to < 


d 


r 


| 
:] 
8 
e 


10 PREFACE 


modern man (modern man is not the measure of all things!) 
but because it violates the plain teaching of Scripture and 
derogates from Jesus Christ as the one means of grace, the 
one Mediator of salvation and faith.. nem 

My misgivings regarding the sacrament stem from lectures 
in the History of Doctrine by my revered teacher, the late 
Professor Walter W. Bryden, of Knox College. These mis- 
givings were strengthened, first by a pamphlet by Markus 
Barth, Das Abendmahl: Passamahl, Bundesmahl und Messias- 
mahl (Theologische Studien, No. 18, 1945), then by his major 
pioneering work, Die Taufe ein Sakrament? (1951), and 
finally by the later writings of his father, Karl Barth, espe- 
cially the Church Dogmatics IV, 4, on the doctrine of bap- | 
tism. In the preface to that volume Barth acknowledged that — 
“an the face of the exegetical conclusions in my son’s book, I 
have had to abandon the ‘sacramental’ understanding of bap- 
tism, which I still maintained fundamentally in 1943.” 

In the same preface Barth explained that it was his original 
Be to let Vol. IV, 4, be a chapter on Christian ethics (paral- 
~lel to Vol. III, 4) as “the free and active answer of man to 
the divine work and word of grace set forth in the doctrine 
_of reconciliation (Vol. IV, 1-3)." It was to begin with bap- 
tism, proceed to an elucidation of various practical aspects of 
the Christian life in the light of the Lord’s Prayer, and con- 
clude with the Lord’s Supper “as the thanksgiving which re- 
sponds to the presence of Jesus Christ in His self-sacrifice and 
which looks forward to His future." Due to ill health, his ad- 
vancing years, and finally his death on May 10, 1968, the proj- 
ect was never completed. Thus he has left us with some unfin- 
ished business, having suggested a fruitful line of thought to 
pursue. Accordingly, in these pages an attempt is made to 
present a doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, and also of eating and 
drinking i in general, strictly from the standpoint of ethics. It 
is a question of the goodness of the divine commandment to 
eat and drink fulfilled in Jesus Christ and of the goodness of 
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human conduct in obedience to that commandment. All three 
questions—why, what, and how men may and must eat and 
drink with Jesus—are ethical questions. 

The subtitle of this work is significant: An Ethical and 
Biblical Inquiry. 'The questions are ethical questions, but we 
seek to derive answers to them from "the uniquely authori- 
‚tative witness" of Holy Scripture to Jesus Christ. We do so 
in the belief that, in spite of the literary, historical, and theo- 
logical differences among the books of the Bible, the Bible is a 
unity, and moreover, that the Bible speaks out of the historical 
situation in which it was written to the situation of the church 
today. Let those who desire to do so debate whether our her- 
meneutical method is tenable! In the past the church has 
been preoccupied with the classical New Testament texts deal- 
ing with the so-called institution of the Lord's Supper in the 
Synoptic Gospels and in I Cor., ch. 11. More recently scholars 
have attempted to link with the Supper the feedings of the 
multitudes and the pre- and post-Easter meals Jesus ate with 
his disciples. But no one has attempted to see these and many 
other texts in the wider perspective of why, what, and how 
men may eat and drink with Jesus. I have been obliged to ex- — 
amine a wealth of Old and New T'estament texts dealing with 
hunger and thirst, food and drink, eating and drinking, feast- 
ing and fasting that are seldom if ever considered in relation 
to the Lord's Supper. 

The book is an inquiry, not only in the sense that it in- 
quires of Scripture about the Lord's Supper and about eating 
and drinking in general, but as a question to the church. No 
individual theologian can assume to speak for the church. But 
it is his duty and responsibility to raise questions. He cannot 
claim finality or completeness, much less infallibility, for his 
findings. The tentative and imperfect answers presented in 
these pages are to be understood as questions. The church is 
asked whether its doctrine and practice of the Lord's Supper 
is not desperately in need of radical reformation, and if so, 
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whether that reformation might not take the direction herein 
indicated. The question is being asked of all churches. As a 
theologian standing in the Reformed tradition and aware of 
my responsibility to and for that tradition (why else would 
I have published a collection entitled Reformed Confessions 
of the 16th Century?), I conceive the question to be raised 
in the first instance for the Reformed and Presbyterian family 
of churches. But I will not be surprised if other churches, es- 
pecially the Roman Catholic Church, take the question more 
seriously. The Roman Catholic Church is in the process of 
reformation and renewal, whereas Protestant churches tend 
to imagine that they have been reformed and that no further 
reformation of their church services is needed. 

Since the book is intended for the clergy and the laity (an- 
other un-Biblical example of the separation of the sacred and 
the secular!), the argument is set forth as simply and directly 
as possible. ‘Technical and critical questions of exegesis, his- 
tory, and theology, which are of special concern to theologi- 
ans, are dealt with in the appendixes and notes at the end of 

/ the book. Even answers to the thorny and irksome questions 
| whether Jesus is eaten in the Lord's Supper and whether the 
| Supper is a sacrament have been relegated to the two ap- 
^ pendixes. This has been done not only because of the com- 
plexity of the problem but also in order to indicate that it is a 
digression from the positive view of the Supper I have en- 
deavored to present. It is well to “accentuate the positive"; 
and if we are unable to "eliminate the negative" altogether, we 
can at least demonstrate that it is accidental and marginal. 

In conclusion I wish to record my gratitude to my brother, 
the Rev. Dr. Charles C. Cochrane, of Montreal, who read much 
of the material in its formative stage and encouraged me in 
my quest; to Professor Herbert Richardson, of St. Michael's 
College, Toronto, for his critical analysis of a preliminary 
draft; and to the staff of the Religious Book Department of 
The Westminster Press, for counsel during the preparation 
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of the final manuscript. Above all, I wish to thank my wife, 
Ilsa, who, as patiently as possible, put up with a husband who 
even at the dinner table was often preoccupied with the prob- 
lem of eating and drinking. 

ANON. 


Pittsburgh Theological Seminary 
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WHY MEN MAY 
EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 


| 
According to the Biblical witness, men may and must eat and | 
drink because God permits and commands them to eat and 
drink. The divine commandment; however, is not identical | 
with a natural need and desire for survival in the face of death. 
The fulfillment of the commandment is not identical with a 
fierce struggle for existence. Man does not live under a cruel 
law of self-preservation. The creature lives from the grace of 
the Creator and Preserver. God's commandment frees man to 
eat and drink and to labor for his daily bread. Moreover, the 
commandment is not identical with the pleasures of taste and 
smell derived from eating and drinking. If men were to eat 
and drink simply to satisfy their appetites, they would be like 
those who Paul declares “do not serve our Lord Christ, but 
their own belly" (Rom. 16:18, marg.) and whose “god is the 
belly" (Phil. 3:19). Apart from God's gracious commandment 
there can be no truly joyful eating and drinking. 

With the possible exception of Genesis there is no book in 
the Bible which so emphatically affirms a joyful freedom to 
eat and drink as Ecclesiastes. “Go, eat your bread with enjoy- 
ment, and drink your wine with a merry heart" (Eccl. 9:7), 
not simply because "bread is made for laughter, and wine 
gladdens life" (Eccl. 10:19), but because "God has already 
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approved what you do” (Eccl. 9:7). It is a refrain that recurs 
throughout the book. “There is nothing better for a man than 
that he should eat and drink, and find enjoyment in his toil. 
This also, I saw, is from the hand of God; for apart from him 
who can eat or who can have enjoyment?” (Eccl. 2:24 f.) “It 
is God’s gift to man that every one should eat and drink and 
take pleasure in all his toil.” (Eccl. 3:13; cf. chs. 3:22; 5:18; 
8:15.) It is: incomprehensible that scholars have identified 
the divine permission and command to eat and drink in Ec- 
clesiastes with Epicureanism. For the second chapter con- 
demns all crude and refined forms of Epicureanism as vanity. 
The Preacher teaches that enjoyment in eating and drinking 
cannot be acquired; it can only be received. “It is God's gift 
to man" (Eccl. 3:13); it is "from the hand of God" (Eccl. 
2:24-26). It cannot be sought; it can only be found (Eccl. 
5:19). Apart from God's gracious authorization and justifica- 
tion man cannot eat and have enjoyment.! 

The commandment rests upon God's gracious permission. 
He provides men with food and drink and permits them to eat 
and drink. The psalmist declares: "He satishes him who is 
thirsty, and the hungry he fills with good things" (Ps. 107:9). 
It is a sign of God's steadfast love which endures forever that 
he “gives food to all flesh" (Ps. 136:25). Thus: “The eyes of 
all look to thee, and thou givest them their food in due sea- 
son. Thou openest thy hand, thou satisfiest the desire of every 
living thing" (Ps. 145:15 f.). Extraordinary signs that God is 
the giver of food and drink were the provision of quail and 
manna in the wilderness (Ex., ch. 16) and water from the rock 
(Ex., ch. 17). One thinks also of Elijah drinking from the 
brook Cherith and being fed bread and meat morning and 
evening by the ravens, of how later in the midst of famine the 
widow of Zarephath, her household and the prophet “ate for 
many days" because "the jar of meal was not spent, neither 
did the cruse of oil fail, according to the word of the Lorp” 
(I Kings 17:1-16). 
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In the New Testament.the commandment.to.eat and drink | 
is fulfilled in Jesus Christ. On the one hand, he is revealed as 
the Giver of food and drink and as the One who commands 
men to eat and drink. On the other hand, he is revealed as a 
hungry and thirsty man who eats and drinks in trust in his 
heavenly Father. 

In the New Testament, Jesus is attested as the One apart 
from whom men do not eat and drink at all. He is the possi- 
bility of all eating and drinking. The works of creation and 
preservation have been traditionally ascribed to God the Fa- 
ther; the work of reconciliation, to the Son. Accordingly, it is 
proper to describe Jesus as the Giver of food and drink only 
as the Son or Word by whom and through whom the Father 
gives every good and perfect gift from above. In the epistles 
this is expressed in general theological terms as follows: Jesus 
is the wisdom by which God created and governs all things (I 
Cor. 1:30) and through whom “all things were made” and in 
whom “all things hold together" (Col. 1:16£; cf. John 1:3; 
Heb. 1:2 f.). In the Gospels, Jesus is depicted much more con- 
cretely as the One who supplies food and who then gives it 
to others. Three incidents stand out in the Gospels. First 
among the signs that Jesus did, according to John’s Gospel, 
was the changing of water into wine at the wedding at Cana. 
Then there was the miraculous catch of fish as recorded in 
Luke 5:1-11, and thirdly, the feedings of the multitudes—of 
the five thousand (recorded by all four Gospels; Matt. 14:13- 
21; Mark 6:30-44; Luke 9:10-17; John 6:1-14) and of the 
four thousand (Matt. 15:32-39; Mark 8:1-10). These two lat- 
ter themes are combined and repeated in John, ch. 21, in the 
accounts of the miraculous catch of fish and of the risen Jesus 
giving bread and fish to the disciples. 

These miracles were obviously signs that Jesus is the Giver 
of food and drink. It is important to see, however, how Jesus 
provides food and drink. He is not portrayed as a wonder- 
worker. He goes in for no ostentatious display. At the wedding 
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at Cana he gives three simple commands to the servants: (1) 
“Fill the jars with water"; (2) “Now draw some out”; and (3) 
“Take it to the steward of the feast." The miracle occurs with 
the obedience to these commonplace commands. Jesus goes in 
for no hocus-pocus, no incantations over the water. Indeed, 
we are not told that the roughly 150 gallons of water in the 
six huge waterpots were changed into wine. We are simply 
told that what was “drawn out” of the pots that had been 
“filled up to the brim” with water and had been taken to the 
chief steward had now become wine. Moreover, only the wait- 
ers who had drawn the water knew where the wine had come 
from. The steward did not know, and so attributed it to the 
bridegroom, who presumably had kept the best wine till the 
last. Not Jesus but the bridegroom gets the credit! If in this 
first of his signs Jesus manifested his glory, it was by no means 
a public demonstration. It was restricted to the waiters and 
to the disciples. Only his servants, only those who follow him 
and do whatever he tells them, know and confess that Jesus 
is the Lord of water and wine, the secret provider of food and 
drink at every table and at every celebration. It is given to 
his congregation to know and confess that he is the Giver of 
food and drink. 

The feeding of the multitudes did not occur apart from the 
loaves and fish (which, in one case, were supplied by a young 
lad) nor apart from the distribution of the food to the crowds 
by the disciples. ‘The point is made explicit in the account of 
the miraculous catch of fish by Jesus’ command to Peter: “Put 
out into the deep and let down your nets for a catch” (Luke 
5:4) and in the disciples’ obedience: “Master, we toiled all 
night and took nothing! But at your word I will let down the 
nets." Nor were they able to land the great shoal of fish apart 
from the help they received from their partners in the other 
boat. In fact, the action of Jesus in supplying the great catch 
of fish was so scarcely distinguishable from the strenuous la- 
bors of the fishermen that it could easily have been attributed 
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to “fisherman’s luck.” But Peter believed that the extraordi- 
nary catch was due to the blessing of Jesus that followed upon 
his obedience to Jesus’ command. Instead of boasting of his 
obedience he was filled with astonishment and fear, and was 
convicted of his utter sinfulness: “Depart from me, for I am 
a sinful man, O Lord.” 

The proposition that Jesus is the One apart from whom 
men do not eat at all is in no way an excuse for idleness or 
carelessness. It is not an excuse for tempting God by doing 
nothing, on the pretext that "the Lord will provide" and is 
able to "command these stones to become loaves of bread" 
(Matt. 4:3). On the contrary, Cod commands men to work 
as a human affirmation of the life God has created and pre- 
served (cf. I Thess. 4:11-12; II Thess. 3:6-12). It is evident 
that men do not eat and drink without working. But this does 
not mean that human work becomes the possibility of eating 
and drinking. For "it is in vain that you rise up early and go 
late to rest, eating the bread of anxious toil" (Ps. 127:2). 
Without the divine activity that precedes, accompanies, and 
follows human activity, all labor is fruitless. Human work, 
therefore, is in no sense a repetition, continuation, extension, 
or completion of God's work of providing daily bread. Man 
through his work does not become his own savior. Work does 
not make man a second God, and man's work is not divine. It 
is never "work for work's sake" but only work done to the 
glory of the Creator and Preserver of men. Nor does the com- 
mandment lay a burden upon men, as if work were a curse. 
On the contrary, the commandment frees man to work for his 
daily bread. On Jesus’ lips the command, “Let down your 
nets," is a word of grace by which tired, disappointed, de- 
feated, and discouraged men like Peter who “toiled all night 
‚and caught nothing" may set to work again. In spite of fail- 
ures, repeated setbacks, and apparently insuperable obstacles, 
in spite of one's frustration and despair, yes, one's own lack of 
faith and hope, Christ's command overcomes all. It is the 
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strength to obey and to set to work with zest and joy. “But at 
your word I will let down the nets." And as men do so, they 
have the assurance that their labor in the Lord is not in vain 
(I Cor. 15:58), for the Lord their God establishes the work 
of their hands upon them (Ps. 90:17). 

That Jesus is the fulfillment of the commandment to eat 
and drink is attested most graphically by the feedings of the 
multitudes, precisely because they occurred in a place where 
there was no food and where there was no physical possi- 
bility of securing food. The crowds were in “the hills" and “in 
the desert" some distance from the villages round about.? The 
situation was comparable to that of the Children of Israel who 
. followed Moses into the wilderness, where they most certainly 
would have perished had they not been fed with manna from 
heaven. 

In such an apparently hopeless situation the disciples see 
nothing else but for Jesus to “send them away," even though 
it was late in the day. As Jesus said, "If I send them away 
hungry to their homes, they will faint on the way" (Mark 
8:3; cf. ch. 6:35 f.). But Jesus gives his disciples an apparently 
foolish and futile command: "You give them something to 
eat" (Mark 6:37 and par.). And the astounding thing is that 
in the end it is in fact the disciples who distribute the loaves 
and the fish to the people! But how? In every account the ago- 
nizing questions are raised: "How can one feed these men 
with bread here in the desert?" (Mark 8:4) and “Where are 
we to get bread enough in the desert to feed so great a crowd?" 
(Matt. 15:33). According to John's Gospel, Jesus puts the 
question to Andrew: “How are we to buy bread so that these 
people may eat?" The Evangelist adds: “This he said to test 
him, for he himself knew what he would do" (John 6:6). 
Whether the question is asked by men or whether it is put 
to them by Jesus, it is always a question by which Jesus tests 
men. He tests their faith, whether they believe that he knows 
what he can and will do for the poor and hungry (Matt. 5:3, 6; 
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Luke 6:20-21) and whether they believe that he is willing and 
able to provide food and drink. 

Philip has no answer to the question. “Two hundred denarii 
would not buy enough bread for each of them to get a little.” 
(John 6:7.) But Jesus persists. He insists that the disciples are 
to take inventory of the food on hand. Hearing that there are 
five loaves and two fish, he says: “Bring them here to me” 
(Matt. 14:18). They are to surrender the little they have to 
Jesus that it may be shared among many. They are not to 
hoard the little they have. They are to give, not out of their 
abundance but out of their extreme poverty, as the churches — 
of Macedonia later did (II Cor. 8:1-3). They are to give ac- 
cording to their means. In this instance their means consisted 
of five loaves and two fish. If there is a readiness to give will- 
ingly and cheerfully, “it is acceptable according to what a 
man has, not according to what he has not" (II Cor. 8:12). 
At any rate, the church, within which there are “not many 
powerful,” not many rich, will always give out of its poverty, 
yet in the faith that “God is able to provide you with every 
blessing in abundance, so that you may always have enough of 
everything and may provide in abundance for every good 
work" (II Cor. 9:8). 

What did Jesus actually do? Before we consider the fivefold _ 
action attributed to him, let us observe the fountain from - 
which all his words and deeds flowed, namely, that he had 
assion on the. crowd." The meaning is that Jesus suf- 
vith sufferers. He iHade their passion his own and he 
did so in his Menos being—in his inward parts, or bowels, as 
the Greek word implies. Jesus is not a magician or a show- 
man. 'The power by which he fed the people and still feeds 
the hungry is his freedom to take their hunger upon himself. 
Properly understood, the miracle was not a manifestation of 
supernatural power; it was a manifestation of genuine divine 
power which is perfected in weakness. It was the power of the 
cross. The power by which Jesus preserves life by furnishing 
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earthly food is the power of his death by which he becomes the 
bread of life and the Savior of the world. The compassion of 
Jesus is not mere sentiment: it is an act of suffering with and 
for suffering mankind. Thus does he fulfill the commandment 
to eat and drink. The compassion of Jesus found outward ex- 
pression in five simple and commonplace actions. He (1) took 
the bread and the fish; (2) looked up to heaven; (3) blessed 
or gave thanks; (4) broke; and (5) gave. 

Jesus took the five loaves and two fish. He takes the little 
that men have to give. He accepts the gifts of time, talent, 
energy, and money they bring him—paltry as these are. Not 
because of any inherent value in them. Not as if by means of 
them the problems of the world were to be solved. Not as if 
there were any merit or efficacy in their gifts as such. On the 
contrary, he accepts them as tokens of their gratitude, of their 
faith and obedience, of their love and hope. 

Jesus’ actions of taking bread, looking up to heaven, and 
blessing or giving thanks belong together: they describe how 
Jesus said grace at meals. The use of the verb lambanein 
(“take”) in the accounts of the Passover or Last Supper, in the 
feedings of the multitudes, and in the meal at Emmaus is to 
be explained in the same way.? The phrase “looked up to 
heaven” simply describes the conventional Jewish attitude in 
prayer.* In observing this custom, Jesus indicated that ulti- 
mately every good and perfect gift is from the heavenly 
Father, including the gift of daily food. ‘There is no question 
of Jesus’ blessing the food and changing it into something 
different. He rather praises the Creator, who controls the 
fruits of the earth. Thus eucharistein (“give thanks") and 
eulogein (“bless”) are used interchangeably. The fact that in 
Mark 8:6-7 eucharistein is used in connection with the loaves 
and eulogein in connection with the fish would seem to indi- 
cate that there is no distinction of meaning. The words are 
used interchangeably and are practically synonymous. It 
should not be imagined that Jesus blessed the bread and thus 
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made possible its miraculous increase. In the New Testament, 
God is blessed or called blessed, as is Jesus, and blessedness is 
ascribed to men, but never to things.5 Similarly “the breaking 
of bread,” as Johannes Behm has explained, “is simply a cus- 
tomary and necessary part of the preparation of eating to- 
gether. It initiates the sharing of the main course in every 
meal. Thus Jesus faithfully follows the custom as the head of 
the house when he breaks bread for the multitude (Mark 
6:41 and par.; ch. 8:6 and par.; cf. ch. 8:19), for the disciples 
at the Last Supper (I Cor. 11:24; Mark 14:22 and par.), and 
for the two whom he joins on the way to Emmaus (Luke 
24:30, 35). Cf. also Paul in Acts 20:11; 27:35; and I Cor. 
10:16. It is from this breaking of bread at the commencement 
of the common meal in Palestinian Judaism that the common 
meal of the members of the primitive community in Jerusalem 
receives its name, Acts 2:42.” 9 

Finally, Jesus gave. Instead of feeding himself, instead of 
being ministered unto, he gave of the little he had—the five 
loaves and the two fish! He too gave not out of his abundance 
but out of his poverty. In becoming poor, in giving up all that 
he had, he made many rich (II Cor. 8:9). No explanation 
for the miracle is given. Everything transpires in a perfectly 
normal and natural way, just as has happened at countless 
meals before and since. There is no reference to the power of 
Jesus. There is reference only to his powerlessness, to his pov- 
erty, to his giving up everything he possessed for others. His 
giving thanks points away from himself to his heavenly Fa- 
ther. Thus did the feeding of the multitude adumbrate the 
cross on which Jesus gave up his life for the life of the world. 
Thus was he manifested as the Giver of food and drink." 


We pause to take stock. We have been seeking an answer 
from Scripture to the question why men may eat and drink. 
We have heard the answer that God permits and commands 
men to eat and drink. And we have heard that the command- 


24 EATING AND DRINKING WITH JESUS 


ment is fulfilled in Jesus. In him the commandment or word 
has become flesh. He is at once the commanding God and the 
obedient man who eats and drinks in gratitude. Through him 
all men are made free for a joyful eating and drinking. He—he 
alone—is the answer to the question why men may and must 
eat and drink. But with this insight we have not yet arrived 
at the deepest reason why men may eat and drink. Eating 
and drinking is not an end in itself, and the commandment is 
not an end in itself. Mere existence is not an end in itself. 
Men have not been created and preserved simply to subsist. 


They have been created and preserved in order to live with 
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Jesus and to eat and drink with him. . They "eat and drink in 
order to live in a covenant it relation with God—to live from his 
justifying, sanctifying, and saving grace and in obedience to all 
his commandments. Man’s chief end is to glorify God, and 
to enjoy him forever. “For the kingdom of God does not mean 
food and drink but righteousness and peace and joy in the 
Holy Spirit.” (Rom. 14:17.) 

If according to the Biblical witness creation and covenant, 
creation and reconciliation, are inseparable, we may say that 
eating and drinking is an external presupposition for the his- 
tory of the covenant between God and man, and that the cov- 
enant, or rather the covenant fulfilled in the reconciliation 
in Jesus Christ, is the internal presupposition of all eating 
and drinking. "That is to say, men are commanded to eat and 
drink in order to live by faith, in love, and with hope in Jesus 
Christ as the One who is the justification, sanctification, and 
redemption of all that sinful and mortal men do—including 
their eating and drinking! They are required to take food and 
drink in order to live with and for Jesus. On the other hand, 
food and drink are signs, testimonies, and proclamations of 
Jesus as the Bread of life and the Giver of the water of life, 
and eating and drinking is a sign and a proclamation of an 
eating of the bread of life and of a drinking of the water of 
life. How thoughtlessly and joylessly do men eat and drink 
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when they do not perceive the twofold connection between 
covenant and preservation, and when they do not see that the 
commandment to eat and drink bears witness to the righteous- 
ness of God (cf. Rom. 3:21 f.)! We can make this connection 
clear to ourselves by a further consideration of the three in- 
stances in which Jesus was manifested as the Giver of food 
and drink. 

When we turn our attention to the Christological and ec- 
clesiological dimensions of the wedding at Cana, as opposed 
to the dimension of creation and preservation, we discover 
that at Cana two weddings were being celebrated simultane- 
ously. There was, first, the marriage of an unnamed young 
couple whose supper, together with Jesus’ decisive role, has 
already been described. Secondly, there was the celebration 
of the presence of the true Bridegroom with his bride, repre- 
sented by his disciples. Jesus i is the Bridegroom. John the Bap- 
tist is not the Christ, the Bridegroom, but the Bridegroom's 
"best man." For “he who has the bride is the bridegroom; the 
friend of the bridegroom, who stands and hears him, rejoices 
greatly at the bridegroom’s voice." (John 3:28 f.) Jesus is the 
Bridgegroom who keeps the new good wine of the Gospel 
"until now” or the wine which is “my blood of the [new] cove- 
ant, which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins" 
(Matt. 26:28). He is the Bridegroom who in everlasting faith- 
fulness to his promise has come, not so much to establish a 
new marriage covenant as to fulfill, ratify, and renew the one 
covenant of grace God has made with man. When the Word 
became flesh, God, in the person of his Son, chose to bind 
himself to man irrevocably and indissolubly. 

The incarnation of the Son of God is the marriage of God 
and man. “I . . . will be your God, and you shall be my peo- 
ple." (Lev. 26:12.) But in and with the election of man in 
Jesus Christ to be his bride, there is the special election of the 
one people of God to be his holy bride to bear witness to 
God's covenant of grace with all men. Strictly speaking, that 
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bride is the people of Israel; the church is now also Christ’s 
bride only in virtue of having been grafted into the true olive 
tree and having become "fellow citizens with the saints and 
members of the household of God.” 8 Moreover, as the one 
Bridegroom of the one people of God, Israel and the church, 
Jesus commands that the jars be filled with water for the Jew- 
ish rites of purification, and changes that same water into the 
wine of the "grace and truth" that came through him—in 
contrast to the law which was given through Moses. Hence, 
Jesus and his disciples, in contrast to the disciples of John 
and the Pharisees, do not fast, but eat and drink. “Can the 
wedding guests fast while the bridegroom is with them?” In- 
deed, they ate and drank so well that Jesus was accused of 
being “a glutton and a drunkard,’ whereas of John, who 
“came neither eating nor drinking,” they said: “He has a 
demon.” While one may and must distinguish between the 
two weddings, the two bridegrooms, the two brides, and be- 
tween the water of purification and the wine, between Moses 
and Jesus, the law and the gospel, Israel and the church, the 
old covenant and the new, one must be careful not to separate 
them, much less to oppose one to the other. 

The Christological and ecclesiological dimensions of the 
great catch of fish is seen in Jesus’ words to Peter: “Do not be 
afraid; henceforth you will be catching men." We perceive 
that Jesus does not command men simply to work for their 
daily bread, as if work, and eating and drinking, were ends in 
themselves? We now understand why Jesus had previously 
said to Peter: "Put out into the deep and let down your nets 
for a catch." The purpose of all work, of all eating and drink- 
ing, is for the sake of the church of Jesus Christ. All is to the 
end that men may be caught for faith, love, and hope—caught 
for God, to whom they belong. Human life is preserved by | 
work that is commanded and blessed by God in order that the 
gospel may be preached and men may be called to faith and 
repentance. Whether men know it or not, there is no other 
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justification for agriculture, manufacturing, commerce and 
finance, for education, science, and culture. We have not 
been put here merely to catch fish, but in order that men 
may be caught for Christ. Or put the other way round: were 
it not for the church, for the preaching of the good news, and 
for the call to faith, love, and hope, there would be no politi- 
cal and economic order. ‘The world exists and mankind is pre- 
served for the sake of the covenant that God has made with 
man in Jesus Christ; that is, in order that men may live with 
and for Jesus. 

Jesus does not say: “You should catch men.” What Peter 
should do is to “let down the nets.” Catching men is not 
within Peter’s power. If Peter and the church catch men, it 
will not be the result of their good intentions or strenuous 
efforts. It will be God’s work just as in the miracle of the great 
draught of fish. Their task is not to convert unbelievers: their 
task is to let down the net of the gospel, which is the power of 
God unto salvation. It is the net which catches men for Jesus 
Christ, and all efforts should be concentrated upon seeing that 
this net and no other is lowered. Nor did Jesus say to Peter: 
“You can catch men.” He who grants that success to the 
church, he who fulfills his own promise, is Jesus Christ, the 
Lord of the church. Only Jesus Christ can catch men, and he 
has done so since the beginning of the world and will do so 
until the end. Evidence that Jesus can and does catch men is 
the sentence at the conclusion of the passage: “And when 
they had brought their boats to land, they left everything and 
followed him.” 

The Christological interpretation of the feeding of the five 
thousand and its misunderstanding by the crowd, and even by 
the disciples, are recorded only in the Fourth Gospel. Since 
John devotes the lengthy sixth chapter to this subject, it de- 
serves special consideration. For this chapter provides the clear- 
est answer to our question why men are permitted and com- 
manded to eat. ‘The provision and the consumption of food 
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is a sign of the food which endures to eternal life, which the 
Son of man will give (John 6:26f.). It is a sign that Jesus is 
the bread of life and that he who comes to him shall not 
hunger, and he who believes in him shall never thirst (John 
6:35, 41,51). 

John specifically informs his readers that “the Passover, the 
feast of the Jews, was at hand” (John 6:4), evidently because 
there is a connection between the feeding of the multitude, 
the Passover, and Jesus. As the people of Israel were delivered 
from Egypt through the sacrifice of the paschal lamb, and 
then were fed with manna in the wilderness, so too Jesus, the 
new Moses, the new Deliverer, feeds the hungry multitude in 
the wilderness as a sign that the true paschal lamb has come 
(John 1:29, 36), who is to die that he may become for them 
the bread of eternal life. But the people completely misunder- 
stand the gift of bread and fish and also the gift of manna 
that their fathers had received in the wilderness. Moreover, 
they completely misunderstand Jesus as their Messiah and 
king and as Savior of the world. In short, the people misun- 
derstand the divine commandment to eat and drink, precisely 
because they have failed to see the ground of that command- 
ment in the reconciling and redemptive work of God in Jesus. 

What was the essence of their misunderstanding? They 
were persuaded that man lives by bread alone and that the 
commandment to eat entitles them “to labor for the food 
which perishes” and even to use force to obtain it. Jesus had 
provided them with bread and fish; ergo he is the Messiah and 
Savior. So “they were about to come and take him by force 
to make him king” (John 6:15). As Edwyn Hoskyns has ob- 
served, “The crowd, judging that one who is able to feed 
them miraculously can also with miraculous power lead them 
against the Romans, decides to appoint as king the man whom 
God has manifestly appointed as His prophet.” 1° Although 
the miraculous feeding was a sign pointing to Jesus as the 
Bread of life and the Savior of the whole world, they see him 
as a political leader equipped with supernatural powers. They 
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see him as a political Messiah who can alleviate the world’s 
ills. ‘This man can deliver the nation from their Roman op- 
pressors and win the war against poverty. As Walter Liithi 
writes: “At one stroke the five thousand are welded together, 
so to speak, in a single will. They rise up as one man and, like 
the eruption of a volcano, the demand surges out, this man 
and no other. This man who creates bread must be our king. 
That almost uncanny spirit of unity which we might call mass 
hysteria stretches out its ghostly hand towards Jesus.” ‘The five 
thousand are confident that “not only five thousand, but fifty 
thousand or five hundred thousand: the whole nation will 
bear, shoulder high, this man who creates bread.” 11 When it 
is said that the people wanted to “take him by force to make 
him king,” the meaning is that they wanted to possess him 
and use him as a revolutionary leader. The word harpazein, 
variously translated “take by force," "seize," “kidnap,” is a 
strong word. According to Matt. 11:12, violent men take the 
kingdom of heaven by force. They attempt to use Jesus and 
the gospel for their own economic and political purposes. 

So “Jesus withdrew again to the hills by himself" (John 
6:15). In a sense he resists the same temptations that faced 
him in the wilderness when he refused to change stones into 
bread and to fall down and worship the prince of this world 
and thus gain for himself “all the kingdoms of the world and 
the glory of them." But the people pursue him and when they 
find him on the other side of the sea, he says: “Truly, truly, I 
say to you, you seek me, not because you saw signs, but be- 
cause you ate your fill of the loaves." They do not see that the 
food he gave them is a sign that he is the bread of life. “They 
seek Christ for the sake of the belly and not the signs" (Cal- 
vin). So Jesus admonishes them: “Do not labor for the food 
which perishes, but for the food which endures to eternal life" 
(John 6:27). 

Jesus’ meaning is not that work for one's daily bread is for- 
bidden. On the contrary, if anyone does not work, neither 
will he eat (II 'Thess. 3:10). The purpose of eating and drink- 
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ing is that men may come to faith in him whom God has 
sent.1¥ The people rightly perceive from Jesus’ words that they 
are required to believe in Jesus and to believe that he is the 
food that endures to eternal life. Still they demand. concrete, 
visible evidence and proof. “Then what sign do you do, that we 
may see, and believe you? What work do you perform?" ‘The 
people are saying: Our forefathers were more fortunate. They 
saw manna falling from heaven new each day. Jesus does not 
deny that manna was given from heaven, but he declares that 
it is not the true bread, the bread of God which comes down 
from heaven and gives life to the world. "Your fathers ate the 
manna in the wilderness, and they died. This is the bread 
which comes down from heaven, that a man may eat of it and 
not die." (John 6:49 f.) Jesus refuses to give any other sign 
than himself and his word. The remainder of his discourse is 
given to show how he becomes the bread of life for the world. 
It is through the descent of the bread from heaven (John 
6:33-47), through the sacrifice of his flesh for the life of the 
world (John 6:51-58) and through his ascension (John 6:61- 
62). The chapter is concluded by a passage about the Spirit 
and the words of eternal life concerning the bread of life, 
and about the ensuing offense and faith. Jesus Christ, in the 
unity of his divinity and humanity, and in the twofold move- 
ment of the descent of the Father's Son in the form of man 
into death at the hands of men and the ascent of the Son of 
man to heaven whence he had come, is the one bread of life 
for the world and therefore the one sacrament of creation and 
salvation in which men are challenged to believe. Earthly 
food is a sign of the food or bread of eternal life, and eating 
and drinking are signs that men live only from the death of 
God's Son.!? According to John, the one human response to 
the giving and receiving of the bread (and the water) of life 
is faith (John 3:36; 4:39, 41; 5:24; 6:29, 35, 36, 40, 47, 64, 69). 
“He who comes to me shall not hunger, and he who believes 
in me shall never thirst." 
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Why may and must men eat? Answer: God permits and | 


commands men to eat in order that they may come to faith 


and confess that Jesus is the Bread of eternal life and in order 


that their eating may be a sign and proclamation of his death. 
Thus Jesus is the justification and sanctification of all eating. 


Our answer, however, is still not complete. We have yet to 


show the profound reason why men may and must drink. 


Certainly not simply to quench their thirst. Certainly not be- 


cause of the pleasure afforded by all sorts of delectable po- 
tions. And not even because man is commanded to drink! 
Rather, man is commanded to drink in order that he may 
come to drink of the water of life and may never thirst, and 
in order that water may be a sign of the water of life. 

Jesus is the Giver of the water of life. In the New Testa- 
ment the analogy between drinking earthly water and the 
water of life is set forth in the dialogue between Jesus and the 
adulterous Gentile woman of Samaria in John, ch. 4. It is 
introduced by the statement that Jesus, “wearied as he was 
with his journey" from Judea to a city of Samaria called Sy- 
char, said to a woman who had come to draw water at Jacob's 
well, “Give me a drink" (John 4:3-7). Thereby is indicated 
that Jesus is able to give "living water" precisely by becoming 
a thirsty man. He who in himself 1s life and has the water of 
life "empties himself" and becomes a man who thirsts. Just 
as Jesus became the Bread of life for the world by offering up 
his flesh on the cross, so he becomes the Giver of the water 
of life, the Spirit, by taking upon himself the whole need and 
misery of men who thirst for water, for life, for righteousness, 
and for the living God. Jesus becomes the source of the water 
of life for men by suffering himself to die of thirst at the hands 
of men. The mystery of the church is that men receive the 
Holy Spirit only by becoming guilty of taking the life of Jesus. 
The Spirit can be poured out only after Jesus has been glori- 
fied in his death.!* 

John is the only one of the four Evangelists to record Jesus' 


— 
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cry, “I thirst" (John 19:28). But all four record that the sol- 
diers (or one of them) gave him vinegar to drink. Luke says: 
“The soldiers also mocked him, coming up and offering 
him vinegar, and saying, ‘If you are the King of the Jews, 
save yourself!’ ” (Luke 23:36-37). Matthew relates: “Jesus 
cried . . .., ‘My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?’ 
And some of the bystanders hearing it said, “This man is call- 
ing Elijah.’ And one of them at once ran and took a sponge, 
filled it with vinegar, and put it on a reed, and gave it to him 
to drink. But the others said, “Wait, let us see whether Elijah 
will come to save him.’ And Jesus cried again with a loud voice 
and yielded up his spirit" (Matt. 27:47-50; cf. Mark 15:34- 
YAT 

Doubtless the soldiers gave Jesus the vinegar or sour wine 
in order to revive him temporarily. They wanted to see, in 
mocking unbelief, whether Elijah would really come to take 
him down from the cross. Elijah did not come, no one came, 
and God did not intervene to save him. Moreover, instead of 
quenching Jesus' thirst, the vinegar only aggravated it. Thus 
the soldiers, as Chrysostom comments, “became more savage 
and increased their wrong." This time Jesus drank the cup 
which the Father had given him to drink (John 18:11)— 
drank its bitterest dregs. “When Jesus had received the vine- 
gar, he said ‘It is finished’; and he bowed his head and gave up 
his spirit.” When he gave up “his spirit,” the Spirit by which 
he had life, he gave it up to be the water of life for all who 
would believe in him. 

Jesus’ drinking of the bitter cup of vinegar is in marked 
contrast to his refusal to drink the wine which Matthew says 
was mingled with gall and Mark says was mingled with myrrh, 
and which was offered to him before the crucifixion. This was 
a wine drunk by royalty, and it had an intoxicating, even nar- 
cotic effect. One might imagine that the soldiers were taking 
pity on Jesus and were offering him a drink that would deaden 
his senses and ease his pain. Actually it was part of their mock- 
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ery of him as a king. Some commentators think that Jesus 
refused the intoxicating cup because he wished to endure the 
utmost suffering. Certainly it was because he had resolved to 
drink the bitter cup of death the Father had given him and 
because of his vow of abstinence: "I tell you that from now on 
I shall not drink of the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of 
God comes" (Luke 22:18 and par.). Perhaps a reason for 
Jesus’ refusal may also be found in the words which the mother 
of Lemuel, king of Massa, taught her son, as recorded in Prov. 
31:4-7: “It is not for kings, O Lemuel, it is not for kings to 
drink wine, or for rulers to desire strong drink; lest they drink 
and forget what has been decreed, and pervert the rights of all 
the afflicted. Give strong drink to him who is perishing, and 
wine to those in bitter distress; let them drink and forget 
their poverty and remember their misery no more.” 

At any rate, in the second instance, Jesus’ thirst and drink- 
ing of the cup of wrath was a fulfillment of Scripture.’ “I 
looked for pity, but there was none; and for comforters, but I 
found none. They gave me poison for food, and for my thirst 
they gave me vinegar to drink.” (Ps. 69:20-21.) Jesus drank 
the vinegar in obedience to the Father's will that he suffer 
the utmost of human cruelty, of man's inhumanity to man, 
and at the same time man's enmity to God. In his passion and 
death he overcame man's awful sin and death. And in suffer- 
ing the extremes of hunger and thirst he bore—and bore 
away—the pangs of hunger and thirst of the poor and starv- 
ing people of this world. Only in view of his own hunger and 
thirst on the cross could Jesus say: "Blessed are you that hun- 
ger now, for you shall be satisfied” (Luke 6:21). Not that star- 
vation is a blessing! Not that the millions who die of starva- 
tion, often because of the heartlessness of the rich, are blessed- 
because of their hunger and thirst! Not at all! Jesus ascribes 
blessedness to them because he knows what he will suffer for 
them and because he knows of the coming kingdom in which | 
the poor will be everlastingly satisfied. 
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For what did Jesus thirst? Three answers may be given. 

1. Jesus suffered real physical thirst. He thirsted for water 
—for a cup of cool, clear water, which was denied him. To 
thirst for water, however, is to thirst for life. He who has the 
water of life perishes of thirst. He is able to-give the water of 
life for men only because he dies of thirst. That is what is 
meant by the fact that, after he was already dead, “one of the. 
soldiers pierced his side with a spear, and at once there came 
out blood and water" (John 19:33-34). This water was a sign 
of the fulfillment of Jesus’ words, “out of his heart shall flow 
rivers of living water," that is, of the life-giving Spirit (John 
7:37 f£.). Jesus is scarcely dead and the certainty of his death 
established, when water stteams from his body. Jesus Christ 
is the source, the fountain, of the water of life because and 
since his blood is shed. Water streams from his body only as 
he sheds his blood for the life of the world. 

2. Jesus thirsted not only for life but for righteousness. We 
recall the beatitude: “Blessed are those who hunger and thirst 
for righteousness, for they shall be satisfied” (Matt. 5:6). That 
is to say: Blessed are sinners. Blessed are publicans and Phari- 
sees. Blessed are those who have no righteousness in them- 
selves. They are blessed only because Jesus stands in their 
stead as “the one great sinner” (Barth), as the Lamb of God 
who bears the sins of the world (John 1:29), as the one who, 
though he knew no sin, was made sin for our sake (II Cor. 
5:21), and who became “a curse for us” (Gal. 3:13). These 
are blessed only because Jesus dies as the transgressor who can 
only hunger and thirst after righteousness. 

3. Jesus thirsted not only for life and righteousness but “for 
God, for the living God”! (Ps. 42:2). “O God, thou art my 
God, I seek thee, my soul thirsts for thee; my flesh faints for 
thee, as in a dry and weary land where no water is” (Ps. 63:1). 
To thirst for God means to be cut off from God, to be without 
God. It means to be forsaken and forgotten by God. ‘Thus 
Jesus’ cry in John’s Gospel, “I thirst,” is equivalent to his cry 
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in Matthew and Mark, "My God, my God, why hast thou 
forsaken me?" Jesus was abandoned by God in order that we 
might never be forsaken; he was rejected that we might be 
elected in him. 

As Jesus became the man who thirsted for the living God, | 
,and for the rightéousness and life that come from God, he ‘ 
? became the fountain of the water of life. “And ‘ ‘whoever drinks ^ 
of the water that I shall give him will never thirst" (John 
4:14). "If any one thirst, let him come to me and drink. He 
who believes in me, as the scripture has said, ‘Out of his 
heart shall flow rivers of living water." (John 7:38.) Those 
who would drink "living water" must come to Jesus. For 
Jesus is the fountain or well of living water. He “has” (John 
4:11) and he “gives” it (John 4:10, 14, 15). But it is also “the 
gift of God” (John 4:10). This twofold giving of the water 
of life by God and by the Son is combined in the language of 
Rev. 22:1. *Then he showed me the river of the water of life, 
bright as crystal, flowing from the throne of God and of the 
Lamb”—that is, from God the Creator and Reconciler. 
Strictly speaking, Jesus is not the water of life but the^bearer 
and dispenser of the water of life.!* The water of life is God 
himself, not a creature of God. And water has its original and 
absolute reality and meaning in God; has its derivative and 
relative reality and meaning as earthly, created water. More- 
over, the Holy Spirit is life-giving water in God before it is 
poured out for us! The Spirit is not life-giving water only in 
relation to men, but already in the Godhead. It is given by 
God the Father and the Son. Implied seems to be the filioque 
—the procession of the Spirit from the Father and the Son. 
Whether this is to be understood with the Western church as 
a double procession or with the Eastern as a procession from 
the Father through the Son is a question we need not go 
into. Let it be sufficient to insist with both the Eastern and 
the Western churches that the Spirit (living water) is one 
with the Father and the Son and that the Son is the bearer 
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and dispenser of the Spirit through his thirst unto death. 

Jesus tells the woman of Samaria: “If you knew the gift of 
God, and who it is that is saying to you, ‘Give me a drink,’ 
you would have asked him, and he would have given you 
living water.” She imagines that he is speaking about running 
water. She fails to see the analogy between created water and 
the water of life. In unconscious obedience to the divine com- 
mandment she goes each day to the well to draw water with- 
out any knowledge that it is in order that she may receive the 
Holy Spirit and never thirst, and in order that drinking may 
be a sign and proclamation of the Spirit. She taunts Jesus: 
“Where do you get that living water? Are you greater than 
our father Jacob, who gave us the well, and drank from it 
himself, and his sons, and his cattle?" Yet unconsciously she 
utters two profound truths: Jacob, with whom God renewed 
the covenant he had made with Abraham and Isaac, is the 
father of both Jews and Samaritans, and Jesus is the one 
greater than Jacob in that he has fulfilled the covenant and is 
the well of the water of life. 

Jesus does not answer her mocking questions directly. He 
gives no sign other than that he himself is a man who needs 
a drink. He simply contrasts the two kinds of water and re- 
iterates his claim to give life-giving water. When she then 
says, "Sir, give me this water, that I may not thirst," Jesus, 
true to his promise, grants her request. 

But how does Jesus give her and other men the Spirit? Nei- 
ther here nor elsewhere in Scripture are we told. Mary is in- 
formed that the Holy Spirit will come upon her; Nicodemus, 
that "the wind blows where it wills, and you hear the sound 
of it, but you do not know whence it comes or whither it 
goes.” According to Acts, the Holy Spirit is poured out on 
men like rain. The Greek verb ekcheö ordinarily refers to the 
pouring of liquids such as water and wine. When the Spirit 
is poured out, comes upon or descends upon men, it washes 
or cleanses them and it quenches their thirst. The first of 


WHY MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 37 


these functions is called the baptism of the Spirit. It enters 
into a man or group of men and “fills them" (Luke 1:15, 41, 
67; Acts: 2:43:4:8,) 51; 9:17;.13:9; Eph: 5:18), In; I Cor..12:15; 
Paul combines both ideas: "For by one Spirit we were all bap- 
tized into one body . . . and all were made to drink of one 
Spirit." One thing is certain: the Spirit is given by Jesus di- 
rectly and immediately. It is never mediated by any visible or 
audible elements. There are no channels or means by which 
the Spirit is conveyed. It is given quite independently of the 
church's ministry, though it creates that ministry. There is no 
sacramental drinking of the Spirit.17 | 

Although the gift of the Spirit remains an inexplicable 
mystery of God, we do have testimonies concerning its effect. 
To drink the life-giving water is, according to John, ch. 4, to 
have one's sin and need exposed, to learn the idolatry and per- 
versity of religions, to learn that the true worshipers shall wor- 
ship the Father in spirit and in truth, to learn that salvation is 
from the Jews, that the hour of the coming of the Messiah has 
arrived, and to hear and believe Jesus when he says: "I who 
speak to you am he" (John 4:26). To receive the Spirit is to 
believe and to confess Jesus before men. The water of life 
welled up to eternal life not only for the woman of Samaria 
but for those to whom she bore witness and for those Gen- 
tiles who came to Jesus through her witness. Her leaving her 
water jar indicated that she had drunk the water of life and 
no longer thirsted for anything but to spread abroad the good 
news of the Messiah and Savior of the world. The result was 
that the people “went out of the city and were coming to 
him [Jesus]” (John 4:30). These people were “the fields . . . 
already white for harvest" whom Jesus urged his disciples to 
lift up their eyes to see (John 4:35). "Many Samaritans from 
that city believed in him because of the woman's testimony. 
. . . And many more believed because of his word.” (John 
4:39, 41.) 

The Holy Spirit is the reality and possibility of the church, 
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of men hearing, trusting, obeying, confessing, loving, and 
hoping in Jesus. The Spirit is the possibility of what Jesus 
Christ was and did, as the Bread of life extra nos and pro : 
nobis, yes pro mundo, becoming an event in nobis, and there- 
fore a subjective reality for certain men. It is the possibility of 
certain men hearing and believing the commandment to eat 
and drink fulfilled in Jesus, and therefore of knowing the se- 
cret meaning and purpose of all eating and drinking. The 
Spirit frees men for the answer given in Christ to the ques- 
tion why men may and must eat and drink. 

Before we take leave of the commandment itself and go 
on to ask what and how men may eat and drink, we must 
understand to whom it is addressed. Is it, as it were, a religious 
commandment that applies only to Christians and perhaps 
also to Jews, whereas some other commandment, some natural 
aw, applies to unbelievers? Are those outside the church des- 
tined to live under some utilitarian, Epicurean, or hedonistic 
principles? Are they at the mercy of the law of the jungle, “the 
survival of the fittest," of an iron law of economic determin- 
ism, or of an equally cruel law of laissez-faire, of so-called free 
competition, whereas Christians may live from God's gracious 
commandment? Are there two kingdoms, two compartments, 
the sacred and the secular, the spiritual and the temporal? 
Certainly not! God's gracious commandment applies to all 
men and all men live under it—in obedience or disobedience 
—whether they have heard, believe, and know it or not. How- 
ever, through the gift of the Holy Spirit the church is given 
to hear and believe the divine commandment to eat and drink 
as attested in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. 
It is given the freedom to eat and drink in obedience to the 
commandment. It has been given to know the secret of all 
eating and drinking and it has been given the task of proclaim- 
ing that secret from the housetops to all peoples. The eating 
and drinking of the congregation, that is, what the New Tes- 
tament calls the "Lord's Supper" or "breaking of bread," is to 
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be exemplary for all eating and drinking. When the congre- 
gation, assembled in the name of Jesus and therefore in the 
power of his self-revelation, partakes of a common meal, it does 
sÓxin a conscious and deliberate remembrance of Jesus and in 
order to proclaim his death. It is to be a demonstration of 
why, what, and how all men may.eat and drink. We are now 
ready for our second question: What may and must men eat 
and drink? 


9 


WHAT MEN MAY 
EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 


.. The general answer that Paul gave to the question what men 
may eat and drink is: “Everything created by God is good, 
and nothing is to be rejected if it is received with thanksgiv- 
ing” (I Tim. 4:4). This rule is valid not only for the Christian 
congregation but for all men. It is clear, not only from the 
meals that Jesus ate with his disciples before and after his 
resurrection but also from the “breaking of bread” in Acts, 
ch. 2, and the "Lord's Supper” in I Cor., ch. 11, that the early 
church partook of a meal that consisted of all sorts of meat, 
fish, bread, vegetables, fruits, and drink. The Lord’s Supper 
did not consist of a crumb of bread and a sip of wine; it was 
a meal. The simplest yet most necessary reform of the Lord’s 
‘Supper in our congregations is that it must become again a 
. meal for the nourishment of the physical body. In these pages 
we will give many reasons why it should be a meal. But a 
primary and obvious reason is that the Lord's Supper is to be 
a sign that men are free to eat and drink all things and that 
they are to do so in remembrance of Jesus who is the Giver 
of food and drink for the sustenance of our bodies. A meal 
provided by the Lord is a sign of the grace of creation and 
preservation. 

But, it may be asked, was not the Lord's Supper itself re- 
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stricted to bread and wine? Certainly not! In the accounts of 
the Last Supper (or Passover) in the Synoptics and in I Cor., 
ch. 11, we are told that Jesus took bread and wine that were 
part and parcel of a meal. He commanded that they be eaten 
and drunk as signs of his body, which was given for us, and 
of the new covenant in his blood. Because of the special sig- 
nificance attached to bread and wine in Scripture, bread and 
wine should be served every time the congregation eats and 
drinks together—but only as integral parts of a meal! There 
should be bread and wine in abundance, so that everyone may 
have as much as he needs. This does not mean that other 
foods may not be provided, such as meat, fish, fowl, vegeta- 
bles, and fruit, or that other drinks may not be provided, 
such as water, milk, tea, coffee, beer, and soft drinks. For rea- 
sons of health or conscience some may not be able to drink 
wine. Moreover, in some parts of the world wine and bread 
may not be available. We must not be legalistic or moralistic 
at this point. But ordinarily, because of Scriptural and tradi- 
tional associations, bread and wine should be part of the meal 
for the nourishment of the body, and not just for purely sym- 
bolic purposes.! 

Usually the main course at the Lord's Table, but also at 
every meal, will consist of meat, fowl, or fish. Now it is by no 
means obvious that the congregation and all men may eat 
meat. It was not the case at the beginning of creation and it 
will not be so at the end with the consummation of all things. 
In the creation stories in the first two chapters of Genesis we 
read: “And God said, ‘Behold, I have given you every plant 
yielding seed which is upon the face of all the earth, and 
every tree with seed in its fruit; you shall have them for food. 
And to every beast of the earth, and to every bird of the air, 
and to everything that creeps on the earth, everything that has 
the breath of life, I have given every green plant for food.’ 
And it was so" (Gen. 1:29-30; cf. ch. 2:9a, 16). In Isa. 11: 
6-9 we read: "The wolf shall dwell with the lamb, and the 
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leopard shall lie down with the kid, and the calf and the lion 
and the fatling together, and a little child shall lead them. 
The cow and the bear shall feed; their young shall lie down 
together; and the lion shall eat straw like the ox. The sucking 
child shall play over the hole of the asp, and the weaned child 
shall put his hand on the adder’s den. They shall not hurt or 
destroy in all my holy mountain; for the earth shall be full of 
the knowledge of the Lorn as the waters cover the sea" (cf. 
Hos. 2:18; Isa. 65:25). The diet prescribed in these passages 
is vegetarian. Not until after the Fall and the Flood do we 
read: “Every moving thing that lives shall be food for you; 
and as I gave you the green plants, I give you everything” 
(Gen. 9:3). The time of natural history, that is, the time be- 
tween the creation and consummation of all things, is the 
time when the peace between God and man, between man 
and his fellowman, and also among animals, has been shat- 
tered. It is the time when there is a fierce struggle for existence 
involving the slaughter of animals, and alas! the killing of 
men, women, and children in military and economic warfare. 
But it was not so at creation and it will not be so at the con- 
summation. The time between the beginning and the end is 
the time when man may be carnivorous. 

In the light of the goodwill of the Creator and Redeemer 
of all things, on what possible ground is it permitted to men 
to eat the flesh of birds, fish, and animals? We can do no better 
than to repeat Karl Barth’s answer: 


The slaying of animals is really possible only as an appeal to 
God’s reconciling grace, as its representation and proclamation. 
It undoubtedly means making use of the offering of an alien and 
innocent victim and claiming its life for ours. Man must have 
good reasons for seriously making such a claim. His real and 
supposed needs certainly do not justify it. He must be author- 
ised to do so by his acknowledgement of the faithfulness and 
goodness of God. . . . Man sins if he does it without this au- 
thorisation. He sins if he presumes to do it on his own author- 
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ity. He is already on his way to homicide if he sins in the kill- 
ing of animals, if he murders an animal. He must not murder 
an animal. He can only kill it, knowing that it does not belong 
to him but to God, and that in killing it he surrenders it to 
God in order to receive it back from Him as something he 
needs and desires. The killing of animals in obedience is pos- 
sible only as a deeply reverential act of repentance, gratitude 

- and praise on the part of the forgiven sinner in face of the One 
who is the Creator and Lord of man and beast. The killing of 
animals, when performed with the permission of God and by 
His command, is a priestly act of eschatological character. It 
can be accomplished with a good conscience only as we glance 
backward to creation and forward to the consummation as the 
boundaries of the sphere in which alone there can be any ques- 
tion of its necessity. It can be achieved only in recollection of 
the reconciliation of man by the Man who intercedes for him 
and for all creation, and in whom God has accomplished the 
reconciliation of the world with Himself.? 


Barth’s interpretation of the commandment to eat meat in 
Gen. 9:3 is borne out by the forms and meanings of sacrifices 
in the Old Testament. Julius Wellhausen, Hans-Joachim 
Kraus, Roland de Vaux, H. H. Rowley, and other Old ‘Testa- 
ment scholars have shown that the flesh of animals was not 
intended first for eating but as a sacrifice to God. It belonged 
to him, and then it could be eaten. Now that Jesus Christ 
has become the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the 
world, now that the animal sacrifices in the Old Testament 
have been fulfilled in his death, now that they are seen to be 
signs and figures of his flesh, which has been offered up once 
and for all for the life of the world, all eating of meat is per- 
mitted and commanded as a sign of our sin and guilt, of our 
inhumanity, and of our forgiveness and reconciliation for 
Christ’s sake, and as a sign that we live solely from his death. 


“A meal which includes meat is a sacrificial meal. It signifies ^ ) 


a participation in the reconciling effect of the animal sacrifice 
commanded and accepted by God as a sign. It presupposes, 
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therefore, that God demands and will accept the surrender of 
the life of the animal for that of man as a substitutionary sign, 
and man’s participation in the reconciliation thereby signi- 
fied" *—namely, reconciliation through the death of God's 
own Son as a lamb that is slain. 

If this explanation is correct, then all carnivorous eating is a 
sign and a proclamation of the death of Jesus and of the truth 
that we live only from his death. However, it will be in the 
Lord's Supper, eaten by the congregation in the name of Je- 
sus, that this truth will be known and declared. It is our con- 
viction that in the liturgy of the Supper, or at any rate in the 
sermon, the congregation should be instructed in the tremen- 
dous significance of meat-eating. It is a sign that the peace 
between God and man and between man and man, which has 
been shattered through man's sin and fall, has been restored 
in Jesus Christ and will be directly manifested at his final 
parousia. It will also be a sign for the congregation and for 
all men that man is required to be kind to animals.’ 

In view of the distinction between clean and unclean ani- 
mals which is prescribed in Lev., ch. 11, and Deut. 14:3-21 
and which was abolished in Acts, chs. 10, 11, and 15, it is also 
by no means something that may be taken for granted when 
Christians and all men may now eat pork. The distinction 
between clean and unclean animals was a provisional cultic 
sign of the special election and calling of Israel among all peo- 
ples, a sign of the special covenant God made with his people 
(Lev. 11:44 £; 20:25-26; Deut. 14:2). It was a sign of the 
holiness and separateness of Israel among the nations, a sign 
that involved the very existence of this people, and therefore 
a sign pointing to the holiness and otherness of God among 
all the gods of the heathen. Of course, the special election of 
Israel had nothing to do with nationalistic pride and was not 
based on any merit on the part of Israel over against other 
nations (Deut. 7:7-8). Although Israel was to be God's "own 
possession among all peoples," this did not mean that the 
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other nations did not belong to God. “For all the earth is 
mine.” Israel was to be “a kingdom of priests and a holy na- 
tion” (Ex. 19:5-6), “a light for revelation to the Gentiles” 
(Luke 2:32). 

Why precisely certain animals, birds, etc., were declared to 
be clean and others unclean is uncertain. Gerhard von Rad 
has suggested that certain animals were disqualified by the 
cult of Yahweh because they had been used by certain cults as 
sacrifices to divine powers.® But this would scarcely account 
for all the animals, birds, reptiles, and insects disqualified. 
Nor can the list be divided along hygienic lines. It is true that 
the meats which the law permitted are wholesome, but then 
so are some of the forbidden animals and seafood. To be sure, 
Gentile peoples have by natural instinct abhorred the eating 
of some of the animals forbidden in the law—but not all! It 
will be best, therefore, to abide by the fact that the distinction 
between clean, and unclean animals is one which God has 
"set apart for you to hold unclean" because he has "separated 
you from the peoples." * 

That Christians and all men may now eat all kinds of meat, 
fowl, and seafood is grounded upon the fact that what God ı 
has cleansed in Jesus Christ is no longer common or unclean. ` 
Through his blood Christ has broken down the dividing wall 
between Jews and Gentiles and has made possible a table fel- 
lowship among them and also among all races and nations. 
He is the ground of Christian fellowship in which all racial, 
national, and social barriers are broken down. Christ is our 
peace, Christ is our unity, in eating and drinking as well as 
in all human intercourse. Precisely because the blood of Christ 
cleanses us from all unrighteousness, we who are Gentiles need 
to confess the judgment of Israel's law upon us, namely, that 
in ourselves we are unclean. The congregation should be in- 
structed, and it should acknowledge that the predatory and 
scavenger animals, birds, and reptiles listed in Lev., ch. 11, 
and Deut., ch. 14, are so many types of our impurity. We need 
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not indulge in allegorical speculations concerning the ways in 
which the clean and unclean living beings are figures of Jews 
and Gentiles. Let it be enough for us to confess with the 
Canaanite or Syrophoenician woman that we are the dogs 
who eat the crumbs from their master’s table (Matt. 15:27; 
Mark 7:28). As we eat pork at the Lord’s Table or in our 
homes, let it be a reminder to us of our impurity and of God's 
superabundant grace whereby we have been admitted to the 
covenant which God has made with Israel and which he has 
never abrogated (Eph., ch. 2; Rom., chs. 9 to 11; I Peter 2: 
9-10). It is by grace, the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, that 
we have been grafted into the olive tree and, as a sign thereof, 
may now eat all things. Therefore, when Paul declared, 
"Nothing is to be rejected if it is received with thanksgiving" 
(I Tim. 4:4), he did not mean a thanksgiving for food but a 
thanksgiving for Christ, in and through whom we may eat all 
things. 

As God's commandment permits his creatures to eat all 
things, so they are free to drink all things. "Therefore let no 
one pass judgment on you in questions of food and drink." 
(Col. 2:16.) ‘The general rule holds: “Nothing is unclean in 
itself" (Rom. 14:14). "There is nothing outside a man which 
by going into him can defile him" (Mark 7:15; cf. Matt. 15: 
11). Chief among the drinks commanded in Scripture are 
water, milk, and wine (Deut. 14:26; Prov. 31:6f.). Wine is ` 
commanded "to gladden the heart of man" (Ps. 104:15; cf. 
Eccl. 9:7; 10:19) and as good for one's stomach and ailments 
(I ‘Tim. 5:23). Jesus and his disciples drank wine, and he was 
accused of being a drunkard. He provided wine for the wed- 
ding feast at Cana. There is, therefore, no warrant in Scrip- 
ture for prohibiting the use of wine or beer at the Lord's 
Supper, or for restricting the beverage to grape juice, as is done 
in many denominations in English-speaking countries. Nor is 
there any warrant in Scripture for total abstinence from alco- 
holic beverages or for prohibition laws such as were passed in 
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the United States and Canada following World War I and 
later repealed. 

However, alcoholism has been such an acute problem in 
the countries of the Christian West where the liberty of the 
Christian is proclaimed (in contrast to Islam) that it must be 


recognized that gluttony and drunkenness are consistently-— 
condemned throughout the Old and New Testaments. Mod- __\ 


eration and temperance are inculcated. In the New Testa- 
ment churches gluttony and drunkenness constituted an abuse 
of the Lord’s Supper. Paul rebuked the Corinthians because 
“in eating, each one goes ahead with his own meal, and one 
is hungry and another is drunk” (I Cor. 11:21). The same 
abuses are condemned in Jude 12 and II Peter 2:13. Jude 12 
reads: “These are blemishes [or reefs] on your love feasts, as 
they boldly carouse together." II Peter 2:13 reads: “They are 
blots and blemishes, reveling in their love-feasts (agapais),” 
though other well-attested authorities have apatais (“decep- 
tions" or “lusts”). The RSV follows the latter reading, and 
renders it "dissipations." ? It is more than likely that Paul had 
the Lord's Supper in mind when he condemned excesses in 
eating and drinking as "the works of darkness" and admon- 
ished Christians to conduct themselves “becomingly as in the 
day, not in reveling and drunkenness, not in debauchery and 
licentiousness, not in quarreling and jealousy. But put on the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and make no provision for the flesh, to 
gratify its desires" (Rom. 13:12-14; cf. Gal. 5:19-21; I Cor. 
6:9-11). Although Paul is lenient toward "the immoral of 
this world" and does not judge outsiders—presumably because 
they have not yet come to know the Lord Jesus Christ—he 
insists that the Christian congregation may not associate with 
anyone who bears the name of brother if he is guilty of im- 
morality, idolatry, and drunkenness. 'The congregation is "not 
even to eat with such a one." One guilty of such immorality 
is to be judged and excommunicated (I Cor. 5:9-13). For 
temperance and sobriety are among the marks that distinguish 


^ 
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the Christian fellowship from the world. “Let the time that is 
past suffice for doing what the Gentiles like to do, living in 
licentiousness, passions, drunkenness, revels, carousing, and 
lawless idolatry. They are surprised that you do not now join 
them in the same wild profligacy, and they abuse you.” (I 
Peter 4:3 f.) If one is filled with the Spirit by which one sings 
and gives thanks in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, one 
must not “get drunk with wine, for that is debauchery” (Eph. 
5:18-20). t | 

It is evident that in the Lord's Supper the church is to set 
a good example of how men and women may celebrate with- 
out going to excess. But this does not mean that the Supper 
is to be limited to a morsel of bread and a sip of wine, much 
less that the drink is to be limited to nonalcoholic grape juice. 
. Moderation, temperance, self-control, and self-restraint are re- 
quired at the Lord's Table and in all eating and drinking.’ 

Nevertheless, we are bound to ask whether there are special 
circumstances in which certain individuals might be required 
to abstain from alcoholic beverages. According to Lev. 10:8- 
11, the priests were forbidden to drink wine or strong drink 
when they entered into the tent of meeting. The reason for 
this temporary prohibition was that they were charged with 
distinguishing “between the holy and the common, and be- 
tween the unclean and the clean” and with teaching “‘the peo- 
ple of Israel all the statutes which the Lord has spoken to 
them by Moses.” Since “the lips of a priest should guard 
knowledge, and men should seek instruction from his mouth, 
for he is the messenger of the Lord of hosts” (Mal. 2:7; cf. 
Ezek. 44:21), it is especially incumbent upon teachers, preach- 
ers, and theologians that they abstain from alcoholic beverages 
while they are engaged in the study, interpretation, and proc- 
lamation of God's law. One might argue that this injunction 
has been abolished with the abolition of the Old Testament 
priesthood were it not for the fact that in the New Testament 
bishops and elders are particularly required to be temperate 
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and not addicted to wine (I Tim. 3:2f.; Titus 1:7). “God 
especially limited his priests in this respect, lest the vigor of 
their minds, and rectitude, and integrity of judgment, should 
be impaired by drinking” (Calvin). 

Total abstinence in the Bible is confined to two groups— 
the Nazirites and the Rechabites.!! They represented some- 
thing like ascetic orders which, by their exclusive devotion to 
Yahweh, were an encouragement to Israel to remain faithful 
to Yahweh in the face of temptations to compromise with the 
pagan worship and customs of the Canaanites among whom 
they lived. Thus, Amos attests that God had “raised up some 
of your sons for prophets and some of your young men for 
Nazirites” and condemns the Israelites because they had 
“made the Nazirites drink wine and commanded the proph- 
ets, saying, “You shall not prophesy” (Amos 2:11 f.).!? Ger- 
hard von Rad has observed that Acts 21:23 ff. reports the last 
trace of the custom of the Nazirites. This raises the question 
whether the Nazirites and Rechabites have any relevance for 
us under the gospel. Certainly the precise regulations pre- 
scribed for them are no longer binding upon Christians. Nev- 
ertheless, they remind us that the commandment to eat and 
drink all things is not a timeless and universal principle; it 
includes the freedom to abstain from wine and strong drink. 

It cannot be overlooked that in the New Testament 
churches there were those who did not eat flesh or drink wine 
(Rom. 14:1 f.), who did not marry (I Cor. 7:25 f.), and who 
held no possessions (Matt. 10:9 f.; Acts 2:44 £.).'? Christian 
individuals and groups may therefore have the freedom to 
take voluntary vows of poverty, chastity, and abstinence in 
order to be free of anxiety "about worldly affairs" and to ren- 
der a special witness over against the world and a worldlv 
church. In all ages of the church there have been ascetic and 
monastic movements. These movements have often been 
rightly accused of escapism, quietism, otherworldliness, legal- 
ism, moralism, and works-righteousness. No doubt in many 
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instances these and other criticisms were valid. No doubt the 
protest of the Reformers against monasticism in the sixteenth 
century was justified. But abuses do not invalidate the free- 
dom to renounce the things of this world when the intention 
is to attend more diligently to works of charity, to preaching 
and teaching, and to pastoral and social work. In a day when 
society seems to be preoccupied with money, sex, success, al- 
cohol, and drugs, even those who enjoy an evangelical free- 
dom may be grateful for the witness of those who have taken 
voluntary vows of abstinence, celibacy, chastity, poverty, and 
anonymity. 

The presence of such groups in the congregations of the 
New Testament led to conflicts between the “strong” and the 
“weak” —between those who were free to eat and drink all 
things and those who were vegetarians and total abstainers. 
Although these two styles of Christian life embraced all eat- 
ing and drinking, it seems evident (especially from I Cor. 10: 
19-21) that the conflict must have come to a head as the con- 
gregation ate the Lord’s Supper in their meetings together. 
In the church at Rome there were “disputes over opinions” 
(Rom. 14:1). The two parties were despising and passing 
judgment upon one another (Rom. 14:3, 4, 10, 13). They 
were putting “a stumbling block or hindrance [offense] in the 
way of a brother” (Rom. 14:13). This led to excluding, or not 
“welcoming” one another (Rom. 14:1; 15:7), thus destroying 
the peace, unity, and mutual upbuilding of the congregation. 

Why did those “weak in faith” believe that they must be 
vegetarians and total abstainers and must observe certain days 
as holy or at least “as better than another’ (Rom. 14:5)? 
Paul presupposes that what they did (or, rather, abstained 
from doing) was done in faith (Rom. 14:2, 22 f.), “in honor 
of the Lord” and in gratitude to God (Rom. 14:6). There is 
no suggestion that the “weak in faith” believed that they were 
saved by the performance of works of supererogation. The sit- 
uation in Rome was not that against which Paul had to con- 
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tend in his letter to the Galatians, nor was it similar to the 
situation in the church of the sixteenth century against which 
the Reformers contended. In his A Shorter Commentary on 
Romans (1959), Karl Barth suggests that the “weak in faith" 
were those who laid hold of these special measures because 
they did not trust themselves to succeed without these sup- 
ports, principles, and exercises, and because they feared that 
without such self-helps they would fall out of grace. Perhaps 
this is a correct explanation, particularly in view of Paul's sen- 
tence about the "failing" (RSV) or "weaknesses" of the 
weak (Rom. 15:1). But in Rom., ch. 14, Paul does not de- 
scribe abstinence from meat and wine and the observance of 
special days as props or self-helps for faith. As we have sug- 
gested above, they could have been special signs that some 
were constrained to set up against the world and a worldly 
church preoccupied with money, sex, and alcohol. 

The situation to which Paul addressed himself in I Cor., 
chs. 8; 10:23-33, was different and more sharply defined. 
There it was a case of those whose "knowledge" and “con- 
science" (lit., “co-knowledge”) were "weak" (I Cor. 8:1, 7- 
11) concerning the existence of God and idols, and who, 
therefore, refrained from eating food offered in sacrifice to 
idols. The “weak” believed that “there is one God, the Father 

. and one Lord, Jesus Christ" (I Cor. 8:6). But they had 
not advanced to the knowledge that—“although there may be 
so-called gods in heaven or on earth"—"an idol has no real 
existence," and "there is no God but one" (I Cor. 8:4-5). 
They believed in God, but they still believed in the existence 
of idols. Hence, they believed there is still such a thing as 
food sacrificed to idols (I Cor. 8:7) and that to eat such food 
would be to be guilty of a syncretistic eating and drinking of 
the table and cup of the Lord and of demons condemned by 
Paul himself. “What do I imply then? That food offered to 
idols is anything, or that an idol is anything? No, I imply that 
what pagans sacrifice they offer to demons and not to God. I 
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do not want you to be partners with demons. You cannot 
drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons. You can- 
not partake of the table of the Lord and the table of demons.” 
(I Cor. 10:19-21.) | 

Whether the “weak” abstain from meat and wine because 
of an imperfect knowledge of the existence of God, or because 
such abstinence is a prop to undergird their faith, or be- 
cause they are constrained to set up special signs of the Chris- 
tian’s freedom from the worship and service of the so-called 
gods of Mammon and Bacchus, Paul’s counsel is the same. 
He urges everyone, the “weak” and the “strong,” to be “fully 
convinced in his own mind” (Rom. 14:5), to honor and to 
give thanks to the Lord whether one eats and drinks or not. 
But his admonition is addressed particularly to the “strong,” 
among whom he classes himself. His own position is: “I know 
and am persuaded in the Lord Jesus that nothing is unclean 
in itself" (Rom. 14:14; cf. vs. 20 f.); that “an idol has no real 
existence” (I Cor. 8:4); and that “the earth is the Lord's, and 
everything in it" (I Cor. 10:26). But his knowledge is quali- 
fied by the law of love (Rom. 14:15). “ ‘Knowledge’ puffs up, 
but love builds up" (I Cor. 8:1). “ ‘All things are lawful [in 
eating and drinking], but not all things build up. Let no one 
seek his own good, but the good of his neighbor" (I Cor. 10: 
23 f.). Knowledge will pass away, but love never ends (I Cor. 
13:8). Here Paul is against Paulinism! Love puts a limitation 
upon the permission and commandment to eat and drink all 
things. For love means that we may never by our eating and 
drinking put a stumbling block or offense in the way of a 
brother. 

But what does it mean "to put a stumbling block or hin- 
drance in the way of a brother" (Rom. 14:13)? What does it 
mean “to make others fall" (Rom. 14:20) and to "stumble" 
(Rom. 14:21)? What does it mean for our liberty to “become 
a stumbling block to the weak" (I Cor. 8:9) and for our food 
to be a cause of our brother's falling (I Cor. 8:13)? 
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Ironically, prohibitionists have twisted these passages in 
Paul’s letters to mean that by my drinking I may tempt a man 
who has a physical or moral weakness for alcohol to drink and 
thus to stumble and fall, a victim of alcoholism. Paul’s mean- 
ing is just the opposite! He teaches that he, Paul, who is free 
to eat and drink, to have a wife, and to earn money (I Cor. 
9:4 ff.), may have to abstain—not for the sake of a morally 
weak brother, but for the sake of the morally strong man who 
is a vegetarian, a teetotaler, a celibate, and a sabbatarian. The 
morally strong man, the. ascetic, is the man whom Paul calls 
"weak in faith." Paul is concerned lest precisely those who are 
morally strong yet weak in faith be caused to stumble and fall 
by those whose freedom permits them to eat meat, drink wine, 
marry, earn money, and treat all days alike. To put a stum- 
bling block or offense in the way of a brother is to put some- 
thing in his way which causes him to fall from his faith that 
God has accepted him, or which causes him to do something 
contrary to his faith or conscience.!? 

Tension between “weak” and "strong" parties in Christian 
congregations has existed down through the centuries and has 
often resulted in open disruption and schism. In 1935 the 
writer attended a Presbyterian church in Edinburgh at which 
two services of the Lord's Supper were held: one at 9 a.m., at 
which wine was served; one at 11 A.M., at which grape juice 
was served. I was aghast to see the body of Christ so rent 
asunder. The "strong" ought to have surrendered their free- 
dom to drink wine for the sake of the unity and peace of the 
congregation! If and when it becomes widely recognized that 
the Lord's Table may be furnished with meat, fowl, and fish, 
and with various beverages, and that it ought not to be re- 
stricted to a wafer and a sip of wine, the possibility of the 
"weak" being offended could be heightened. One hopes that 
the “weak” will not go so far as to insist that the elements of 
bread and wine, when blessed, consecrated, and "set apart 
from a common to a holy use" through prayer by an ordained 
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priest or minister, are necessary for salvation. In that case the 
“weak” would have to be stoutly resisted for the sake of the 
confession that Jesus Christ is the one Mediator of salvation, 
the one means of saving grace. 
© Yet some will doubtless still believe that there is a special 
sacramental value and efficacy immanent in consecrated bread 
and wine. ‘The “weak” will regard bread and wine as elements 
in and with which Jesus Christ is realistically, or sacramen- 
tally, or DLE. present. They will regard them as "means 
of grace," as "mediating" salvation, as instruments, channels, 
Or eat of the Mediator—means by which Christ and 
his benefits are made available to men. They will esteem “con- 
secrated" elements as "better" or holier than ordinary food. 
Moreover, the “weak” will ascribe to bread and wine the func- 
tion of sealing, assuring, and strengthening faith. They will 
feel that they need them as supports, props, or visual aids to 
faith. In such a situation both the "strong" and the weak" 
will need to hearken to Paul's admonition that they do not 
judge and despise one another. They will need to acknowl- 
edge that both seek to serve, honor, and give thanks to the 
Lord. It will be especially incumbent upon the "strong" to 
bear with the failings of the “weak” and not seek to please 
themselves. The "strong" may not impose their evangelical 
freedom as a principle binding on others. ‘They may not allow 
their freedom to become schismatic. 

This does not mean that the "strong" are obliged to com- 
promise their faith in evangelical freedom with respect to the 
Lord's Supper any more than Paul did. They will abide by 
Paul's sentence: “I know and am persuaded in the Lord Jesus 
that nothing is unclean in itself" (Rom. 14:14), and that 
"nothing is to be rejected if it is received with thanksgiving" 
(I Tim. 4:4). As carefully, patiently, and lovingly as possible 
they will seek to show their brethren that at the Lord's Table, 
and then at all meals, they may eat and drink all things. 


We pause again to summarize the foregoing. In this second 
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part of our exposition we have been seeking an answer to the 
question: What may and must men eat and drink with Jesus? - | 


We have said that the Lord's Supper was a meal at which the | ` 


congregation is permitted and commanded to eat and drink | 
not only bread and wine but also fish, fowl, and meat (in-- 
cluding pork)—but only as an appeal,to the reconciliation 
accomplished by Christ as the Lamb of God who takes away 
the sins of the world, and only as an appeal to the blood of 
the new covenant whereby the dividing wall between Jews 
and Gentiles has been broken down. We have also said that 
the Lord's Supper is exemplary of what may be eaten by Chris- 
tians and all men in their homes and in restaurants. More- 
over, we have said that in certain circumstances and for cer- 
tain individuals the commandment to eat and drink all things 
includes a freedom to abstain from meats and alcoholic bev- 
erages. But after this has been said, the answer to our question 
is not yet complete. There appears to be an exception to the 
Pauline dictum that "nothing is to be rejected if it is received 
with thanksgiving." 

There is one thing that is strictly forbidden in both the Old 
and the New Testament. “You shall not eat flesh with its life, 
that is, its blood." (Gen. 9:3 f.; cf. Acts 15:20, 29.) “For the life 
of every creature is the blood of it; therefore I have said to the 
people of Israel, You shall not eat the blood of any creature, 
for the life of every creature is its blood." (Lev. 17:14; cf. chs. 
17:10, 16; 3:17; Deut. 12:20-28.) Even when the slaughter 
and eating of animals was permitted, eating the blood and fat 
of animals was strictly forbidden. The prohibition is “a re- 
minder that the life of another being does not belong to other 
living beings but to God alone.” 1° Also forbidden was the 
eating of the carcass of an animal that had died of itself (Lev. 
11:39 f.) and the flesh torn by beasts (Ex. 22:31; Lev. 17: 
15 f.). As Calvin rightly perceived in his commentary on Gen. 
9:4 f.: “If men should become unrestrained and daring in eat- 
ing wild animals, they would at length not be sparing of even 
human blood. . . . The Lord more explicitly declares that he 
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does not forbid the use of blood out of regard to animals 
themselves, but because he accounts the life of men precious.” 
(Commentary on Genesis; Eerdmans, 1948.) Therefore, canni- 
balism was absolutely abhorrent. For it not only involved mur- 
der but living from the life of another human being. No more 
frightful judgment could befall men than to be forced in dire 
distress to eat the flesh of men.!9 

Since eating flesh with its blood is akin to murder, the 
prohibition against it is really not a contradiction of the 
Pauline dictum permitting what is received with thanks- 
giving. For how can a man eat with thanksgiving if he does so 
at the expense of shedding the blood of a fellowman made in 
the image of God? How then can he be thankful for the life 
of his fellowman? It may sound strange to be reminded that 
Christians may not drink blood or eat that which has been 
strangled. But it is a matter of the sanctity of human life. Man 
may eat all things, but he may not commit murder in order to 
survive. Neither for food, nor for the purpose of acquiring the 
life, virtues, qualities, and power of the victim, may flesh with 
its blood be eaten.!* The Lord's Table is the beginning of the 
restoration of the peace between man and his fellowman 
shattered through his sin and fall and symbolized by Cain's 
slaying his brother Abel. That Table cannot be furnished by 
robbing and exploiting other men, much less by economic or 

military warfare against them. "You shall not kill!" 
— "Nevertheless, there is one man whose flesh and blood must 
be eaten and drunk in order that men may live and have eter- 
nal life. According to John's Gospel, that man said: “Truly, 
truly, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man 
and drink his blood, you have no life in you; he who eats my 
flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him 
up at the last day. For my flesh is food indeed, and my blood 
is drink indeed. He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood 
abides in me, and I in him. As the living Father sent me, and 
I live because of the Father, so he who eats me will live be- 
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cause of me" (John 6:53-57). Jesus’ blood is his life and it 
becomes our life when it is shed. Jesus spoke of his death, of 
the way in which he would offer up his flesh for the life of the 
world (John 6:51). He spoke about how he must die and 
about the effect of his death. Man will live only through his 
guilty shedding of the blood of the Son of man. He lives from 
the once-and-for-all shedding of the blood of the Lamb. 
Through the sacrifice of his flesh Christ has become the bread 
of life, not merely for the elect or for believers or for those who 
participate in the Lord’s Supper, but for the world. Therefore, 
men need not and must not eat the flesh and blood of any 
other man. And therefore all other eating and drinking is a 
sign, a witness, and a proclamation of the death of Jesus. The 
secret of why and of what men may and must eat and drink 
has been revealed to the congregation. And by the preaching 
of the gospel and by the Lord’s Supper the congregation is to 
proclaim to all men what and why they may and must eat. 
Logically we should now proceed immediately to seek an 
answer to our third question: How may and must men eat and 
drink with Jesus? How may they do this in remembrance of 
Jesus and in such a manner that his death is proclaimed until 
he comes? Unfortunately we are obliged to add an appendix 
to this second part of our study concerning what men may and 
must eat and drink. We are confronted by the “brute fact" of 
church history that at least from the time of Ignatius and 
Justin Martyr down to the present there has persisted a belief 
in the mystérion or sacramentum of eating and drinking 
Christ's body and blood. The belief has been held by all the 
main branches of Christendom—Eastern Orthodox, Roman 
. Catholic, Lutheran, Reformed, and Episcopalian. Although 
there has been considerable disagreement among these tradi- 
tions as to how Christ is present in the Eucharist, or Lord's 
Supper, and as to how communicants eat and drink him, all 
are agreed that Christ 1s present and is eaten. Those whom we 
have characterized as the "weak" (although they have been 
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in the vast majority) have long held that in addition to bread 
and wine, communicants are also repeatedly eating and drink- 
ing Jesus’ body and blood. Therefore, we must ask whether 
the commandment to eat all things includes a commandment 
to eat Jesus. However, rather than interrupt the argument of 
this book, rather than distract from the positive thesis we are 
seeking to develop, we have placed our discussion of this ques- 
tion in Appendix I at the back of this book. 


3 


HOW MEN MAY 
EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 


We have received an answer to our initial question why men 
may and must eat. God permits. and commands men to eat 
and drink as a sign. that Jesus is the Bread of eternal life and 
thé Giver of the water of life whereby men may know and 
proclaim Christ's death, and in order that men may come to 
faith. Eating and drinking is the external presupposition of 
the history of the covenant fulfilled in Christ and the cove- 
nant is the internal presüpposition of all eating and drinking. 
In the answer: to our second question concerning what men 
may and must eat and drink, we have said that they may eat 
. all things only as an appeal to the reconciliation accomplished 
in Christ and only as an appeal to the blood of the new cove- 
nant whereby the dividing wall between Jews and Gentiles 
has been broken down and a table fellowship has been made 
possible among all peoples. We now ask: How may and must 
men eat and drink with Jesus? We are asking about the good- 
ness of human activity in relation to the divine ETE 
fulfilled in Jesus. 

The general answer that Paul gave is as follows: “Whether 
you eat or drink, or whatever you do, do all to the glory of 
God" (I Cor. 10:31). All eating and drinking is to the glory 
of God! But since the Word and the Spirit have been prom- 
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ised to the church, it may know that the Lord’s Supper is to 
serve God’s glory and is to be an exhibition and demonstration 
of how men may and should eat to the honor of God the 
Creator, Preserver, Reconciler, and Redeemer of all men. 
Paul amplifies what he means by eating and drinking to the 
glory of God when in the next chapter of his letter to the Co- 
rinthians he gives the injunction, “Do this in remembrance 
of me.” We eat and drink to the glory of God when we eat 
and drink in remembrance of God's Son. Ánamnesis means 
“remembrance” or “recollection.” It is distinguished 1 philo- 
sophically from mneme [6 memory") as the recalling of an 
event or of a past impression of an event by a definite act of 
the will. It consists of (a).a recollection in the consciousness 
or mind, (b) a recollection by word, and a a recollection by 
act. In this threefold sense anamnesis is 4 human ethical ac- 
tivity. It is not to be identified or confused with the event or 
the truth it recalls. In the Corinthian passage anamnesis is not 
to be identifed with God's word and work in Jesus Christ. 
Although anamnesis occurs in relation to God's activity, it is 
strictly a human activity and is to be sharply distinguished 
from God's activity. What God does in Jesus Christ by the 
Holy Spirit is and remains entirely his action alone. What 
man may and should do in the face of ( God's action, that is, 
by way of recollecting God's action, is and remains entirely 
man's action. It is sufficient for us to be thankful that there is 
a firm connection between God's action and ours and that by 
God's work in Jesus Christ through the Holy Spirit we are 
made free for a human decision and action. In short, we are 
made free for anamnesis, and we can be thankful for this 
without presuming that in, with, and under our work of re- 
membrance (the work of our believing, loving, and hoping, 
the work of our proclaiming Christ's death) we have to per- 
form the work of God himself. As our human work, anamnesis 
is the acknowledgment, confession, proclamation, glorifying, 
and praising of God's work. 


HOW MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 61 


It is possible and even likely that when Paul repeated the 
injunction "Do this in remembrance of me" (I Cor. 11:24, 
25), he was thinking of an inward act of recalling to mind or 
of a recollection in the consciousness. But the verse that im- 
mediately follows (v. 26), shows that he was primarily think- 
ing of remembrance as an outward act of proclamation. “For 
as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim 
the Lord’s death until he comes.” 

What is meant by this proclaiming? Jeremias and Barrett 
have suggested that what is meant is verbal proclamation. As 
the Corinthians ate and drank, the gospel was preached, and 
thereby the meaning of their eating and drinking was inter- 
preted. This insight is salutary, especially when it is assumed 
that the act of eating and drinking the elements of bread and 
wine is in itself proclamatory. The fact is that eating and 
drinking and food and drink are at best ambiguous and do 
not necessarily point to Christ and announce him. We per- 
ceive the wisdom of the Reformers when they insisted that 
the preaching of the Word must accompany Baptism and the 
Lord's Supper,-and that the preaching of the Word in the 
weekly gatherings of the congregation should be accompanied 
by “the breaking of bread." 

Are we confronted by an either/or in the text: either that 
the Lord's death is proclaimed as often as we eat and drink or 
that it is proclaimed by the verbal preaching of the gospel? Is 
it not the thought of the New Testament that Jesus Christ is 
proclaimed by word and deed? Jesus Christ himself is at once 
God's word of revelation and work of reconciliation, and his 
ministry was by word and deed. He was "mighty in deed and 
word before God and all the people" (Luke 24:19). He not 
only taught the people but "went about doing good and heal- 
ing all that were oppressed by the devil, for God was with 
him" (Acts 10:38). When he sent out the twelve (Matt. 10: 
5-8) and the seventy disciples (Luke 10:1-9), he charged 
them not only to preach that the kingdom of heaven is at 
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hand, but to heal the sick, raise the dead, cleanse lepers, and 
cast out demons. Christ’s servants are not only to “teach what 
befits sound doctrine” but to show themselves “in all respects 
a model of good deeds” (Titus 2:1, 7). With the apostle 
James’s words ringing in our ears, that faith without works is 
dead and that we must be not only hearers but doers of the 
word, we conclude that verbal proclamation that is not ac- 
companied by deeds of love and mercy is empty and vain. 
Jesus Christ is brought to remembrance when his death is 
proclaimed not only by “the foolishness of preaching” but by 
the very way in which we eat and drink together with him! 
As often as we eat and drink, we proclaim Jesus Christ, not 
so much because eating and drinking and food and drink are 
signs or symbols of Jesus Christ—though this is certainly true! 
—but because we eat and drink together in gratitude and 
faith, in love and in hope. Indeed, food and drink céase-to-be 
effective signs of Jesus Christ; when they are not eaten and 
drunk in gratitude, love, and hope. Then the body and blood 
of the Lord is profaned (I Cor. 11:27). We must put far less 
emphasis upon the symbolism of bread and wine and inquire 
what it means to eat and drink in a "worthy" or appropriate 
manner, if we are to understand what it means to proclaim 
the Lord's death and what it means to eat and drink in re- 
membrance of him. 

Anamnesis occurs as an act of conscious recollection and 
of proclamation by word and deed. We stress the fact that it 
is an event, an act. It is not brought about by setting up a 
static and lifeless symbol such as an image, a painting, a mon- 
ument, a gravestone, or a flag. As Jesus Christ is not a timeless 
principle or idea but a living, acting, speaking person, so the 
recollection of him does not take place by means of static 
symbols, not even by means of bread and wine. It occurs in a 
history, in an encounter between Jesus Christ and those who 
hear and do his word. It occurs in a concrete hearing and 
preaching of his word and in the event of eating and drinking 
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with him. It is an act of the knowledge and acknowledgment 
of the living, present Jesus Christ. 

It follows, therefore, that anamnesis is in no sense an act 
whereby Jesus Christ is made present, re-presented, realized, 
and actualized, or whereby his death is reenacted and repeated 
—as if Jesus Christ had a present existence only in the mem- 


ory and recollection of Christians, only in the ministry of the 


church. Jesus Christ as the Lord of space and time is at all 
times and in all places contemporaneous and omnipresent. 
There are no times and no places outside his time and his 
space, for “in him we live and move and have our being" (Acts 
17:28). Therefore, all men eat and drink with Jesus whether 
they hear, believe, and know it or not. Moreover, it is because 
Jesus is specially present with his congregation by the Spirit 
that it may recognize and acknowledge his preserving and 
saving presence. The faith and confession of Christians, their 
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cane we are made free for a human ethical decision and deed. 
We are free to eat and drink in remembrance of Jesus, with- 
out claiming that in, with, and under our work, the work of 
our believing, loving, and hoping, we also have to do the work 
of God. Only because Jesus is already present, can there be a 
proclamation through word and deed by which he is recalled. 
The cognitive act of anamnesis occurs solely on the ground of 
his gracious presence. It is not an act by which he is resur- 
rected ever again and given a sort of immortality. (See Ap- 
pendix II.) 

The remembrance of Jesus is not the recollection of a purely 
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past event. It is not the recollection of a dead man, of a man 
who, like Julius Caesar, lived and died nearly two thousand 
years ago. It is the remembrance of him “who is and who was 
and who is to come" (Rev. 1:8) and who "is the same yester- 
day and today and for ever" (Heb. 13:8). It is the remem- 
brance of him who is at once the crucified Messiah and the 
risen Lord. Corresponding to the past and present of Jesus, 
anamnesis is an act of faith and love. So too the act of eating 
and drinking (together with preaching) is an act of thanks- 
giving for what Christ has done for us, and an act of love in 
his gracious presence. Anamnesis embraces, therefore, the two- 
fold form of the ethical response of the congregation to its 
Lord as an act of faith and love. 

Proclamation through word and deed, through the sermon 
and the common meal, ought not to be conceived as a Socratic 
maieutic method, which assists at the birth of knowledge, i.e., 
the recollection of a forgotten but immanent truth.t For Jesus 
is not a truth which is immanent and latent in human con- 
sciousness and which, given the proper stimulation, can be 
vividly recalled to mind. Jesus is the personal truth who is 
ever and again disclosed to men in his self-revelation through 
the Spirit. Anamnesis is not the recollection of a past impres- 
sion of Jesus. It is not as though men, having once acquired 
a knowledge of Jesus, now possess this knowledge in the re- 
cesses of their consciousness, needing only to have it revived 
and vivified. No, it is a matter of a remembrance of Jesus him- 
self and not of an impression, idea, or experience of him? 

How, then, may our eating and drinking be an ethical act 
in remembrance of Jesus? How must we eat and drink so that 
it will be a proclamation of his death until he comes? When is 
it truly a remembrance, a proclamation, a witness, and a con- 
fession of him? Eating and drinking is a human act of re- 
membrance when it is an act of faith, love, and hope. 
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A. An Act of Faith: The Eucharist 


Eating and drinking in remembrance of Jesus is an act of 
faith. Eating and drinking is not faith but is a good work 
when it is done in faith. Only with the greatest reserve may 
we say that faith is a spiritual eating and drinking of the flesh 
and blood of Jesus. Faith will never be able to understand 
itself as a realization, reenactment, or repetition of the death 
of Jesus Christ at the hands of wicked men. On the contrary, } 
faith is man’s recognition and acknowledgment that Jesus 


Christ has offered up his flesh as a sacrifice for the life of the | 
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world and that all men have been guilty of shedding his blood. / 


In no sense does faith re-present the event of salvation that 
took place in Jesus Christ. Faith is not the repetition in the 
lives of those who hear the gospel of what took place once and 
for all in Christ. The truth and power of faith does not lie in 
man's existential decision to take up his cross and to die with 
Christ to the self and the world. Such a view of faith involves 
an identification of God's redemptive work in Christ with 
faith as man's work. Faith can only apprehend Jesus Christ 
as the One who died for us at our hands and rose again. It will 
not confuse its own human work of decision and response with 
the dying and rising again of Christ. Much less, therefore, will 
faith regard the act of eating and drinking as a means by 
which faith is created or is even strengthened and sustained. 
“It is quite impossible that the Supper should give faith: for 
faith must be present before we come" (Zwingli). Faith lives 
solely from the Holy Spirit as the power of the risen, present 
Jesus Christ. Eating and drinking is a good work of faith when 
it points away from itself and bears witness to Jesus as the 
"author and finisher of our faith" (Heb. 12:2, KJV). 

Eating and drinking is preeminently and always an act of 
thanksgiving for the gift of Christ and the Holy Spirit. Al- 
though the noun eucharistia is nowhere applied to eating and 
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drinking in general or to the Lord’s Supper in particular in the 
New Testament, it came into common usage in the postapos- 
tolic and later periods of church history. As applied to the 
Lord’s Supper it had its origin in the thanksgivings that Jesus 
offered at the Last Supper (Mark 14:22 f.; Matt. 26:27; Luke 
22:17-19; I Cor. 11:24) and perhaps also in the feedings of 
the multitudes (Matt. 15:36; Mark 8:6; John 6:11). The verb 
form is synonymous with the word for “bless” generally em- 
ployed with reference to the blessing, or grace, said before eat- 
ing. (Cf. Mark 6:41; 8:7; 14:22 and par. and the noun form in 
I Cor. 10:16.) It is also used of giving thanks for food in Acts 
27:35; Rom. 14:6; and I Cor. 10:30. The word “eucharist” or 
“thanksgiving” ought therefore to be applied primarily to the 
prayer of thanksgiving offered before and after the meal rather 
than to the meal itself. If the meal is called a Eucharist, that 
is, a thanksgiving, then it is so only because it is eaten in grati- 
tude for God’s amazing grace. No doubt believers may eat 
and drink with grateful hearts without always expressing their 
gratitude with audible prayers. But certainly when the Chris- 
tian congregation assembles in the name of Jesus to eat and 
drink it will return thanks with words that can be heard and 
understood. For as the apostle asks: "If you bless with the 
spirit, how can any one in the position of an outsider say the 
'Amen' to your thanksgiving when he does not know what 


— you are saying?" (I Cor. 14:16). Unless accompanied by pray- 


ers of thanksgiving by the congregation, its eating and drink- 
ing is is not a a true Eucharist. 


It is well to remind ourselves that not only the Lord's Sup- 
per but all works done in the obedience of faith are eucharis- 
tic. As the Heidelberg Catechism teaches, good works are 
works of gratitude. And the apostle exhorts us: "Whatever 
you do, in word or deed, do everything in the name of the 
Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through him" 
(Col. 3:17; cf. chs. 2:7; 4:2). When the congregation eats and 
drinks with thanksgiving, it testihes that there are no areas of 
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human life in which we are not to render thanks to God. AII 
life is to be lived in gratitude for his goodness. By the mercies 
of God we are to present our bodies a living sacrifice, holy 
and acceptable to God (Rom. 12:1). The writer of the Letter 
to the Hebrews exhorts his readers: “Through him then let us 
continually offer up a sacrifice of praise to God, that is, the 
fruit of lips that acknowledge his name" (Heb. 13:15). Lest 
it be imagined that a sacrifice of thanksgiving is confined to 
a verbal confession, the writer adds: "Do not neglect to do 
good and to share what you have, for such sacrifices are pleas- 
ing to God" (Heb. 13:16). When we presently consider eat- 
ing and drinking as an act of love, we shall see that it is an act 
in which we do good and share what we have. It is a sacrifice 
of thanksgiving or a eucharistic sacrifice in both word and 
deed. Accordingly, Paul tells the Corinthians that they will 
glorify God by their obedience not only in acknowledging the 
gospel of Christ but by the generosity of their contribution 
for others, and that their service will not only supply the wants 
of the saints but overflow in many thanksgivings to God (II 
Cor. 9:11-13). Likewise he describes the gifts sent by the 
Philippians as a "fragrant offering, a sacrifice acceptable and 
pleasing to God" (Phil. 4:18). 

In this sense—but only in this sense—may an eating and 
drinking in remembrance of Jesus be said to be a eucharistic 
sacrifice. Christ has presented to God the one atoning sacri- 
fice for sins and also the one true thanksgiving offering. In and 
through his sufferings he gave thanks to God. There is noth- 
ing we can do to atone for sin, nothing we can do to repay 
‘God for what he has done for us. A perverted conception of 
gratitude has crept into some of the church’s hymns with the 
notion that since God has done something for us, we must 
now do something for him. Such a view of gratitude betrays 
an ignorance of the situation of the Christian who always re- 
mains a debtor to God’s grace, always an unprofitable servant. 
‘True gratitude consists in recognizing that by nature we are 
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and remain ungrateful and that only in Christ, only by grace 
are we grateful. Hence the apostle exhorts us to give thanks 
in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ (Eph. 5:20), to give 
thanks to God the Father through him (Col. 3:17). He tells 
the Romans: “I thank my God through Jesus Christ for all of 
you” (Rom. 1:8). The words “by” and “through” are decisive; 
for only in and by Christ, who has atoned for our ingratitude, 
can we thank the Father. 

Thus eating and drinking is an act of thanksgiving for the 
grace of creation and preservation. Food and drink are signs 
that God has created all things and has created them good. 
(I Tim. 4:3 f.) They are signs that not only Christians but all 
creatures owe their existence and their preservation to God’s 
benevolence. And as Christians eat and drink they acknowl- 
edge that all men have their life as creatures from God. Much 
more than that: they acknowledge that all men have been 
created and preserved and have been given food and drink 
that they may live as God’s partners in a covenant of grace. 
Moreover, eating and drinking is an act of thanksgiving for 
the grace of the reconciliation of the whole world. It is a sign 
that Jesus is the bread of life for the world (John 6:33, 51), 
that Jesus is indeed “the Savior of the world” (John 4:42). If 
the church were to imagine that she ate and drank only for 
herself or gave thanks only for her own salvation, how could 
she be a messenger of glad tidings for all mankind? How could 
she rejoice in her own salvation unless she rejoiced in a salva- 
tion wrought for all mankind? As Jonah was chosen, called, 
judged, and delivered only for the sake of God’s love for the 
wicked city of Nineveh, so the church has been chosen, called, 
judged, pardoned, and redeemed only for the sake of God’s 
love for a lost world. ‘The salvation for which the church gives 
thanks in her eating and drinking is the salvation of the world 
in which her own salvation is included. Not otherwise is her 
eating and drinking eucharistic! 

Eating and drinking is an act of thanksgiving not only for 
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the salvation of the world in the death of Jesus but for the 
revelation and manifestation of that salvation in his resurrec- 
tion from the dead. As the congregation eats and drinks it 
gratefully recalls that God raised Jesus “on the third day and 
made him manifest; not to all the people but to us [the apos- 
tles] who were chosen by God as witnesses, who ate and drank 
with him after he rose from the dead” (Acts 10:40-41). In the 
resurrection of Jesus the apostles beheld the glory of the Word 
that was made flesh for the salvation of the world. ‘They be- 
held the kingdom of God coming in power, a new creation, a 
new heaven and a new earth. In the risen Christ the disciples 
saw what at the last day will be manifest to all, that in the 
resurrection sin, death, the devil, and hell have been destroyed. 


The strife is o’er, the battle done; 
Now is the Victor’s triumph won; 
Now be the song of praise begun, Alleluia! 


The powers of death have done their worst, 
But Christ their legions hath dispersed; 
Let shouts of holy joy outburst, Alleluia! 


Each time Christ’s followers gather together on the first day 
of the week it is an Easter celebration. It is a service of thanks- 
giving and praise because death has been swallowed up in vic- 
tory. To proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes—as often as 
they eat the bread and drink the cup—is to proclaim his tri- 
umphant death revealed and declared in his resurrection. 


The day of resurrection, Earth, tell it out abroad; 
The Passover of gladness, the Passover of God! 

From death to life eternal, from earth unto the sky, 
Our Christ has brought us over with hymns of victory. 


Eating and drinking is an act of thanksgiving not only for 
the salvation of the world accomplished in Jesus' death and 
revealed in his resurrection but for the living presence of the 
crucified and risen Lord in the Spirit. By the manifestation, 
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the epiphany, or parousia of Jesus in the form of the Spirit, that 
is, in the power of Christ’s resurrection, the congregation re- 
joices in the knowledge that it eats and drinks in fellowship 
and communion with the same risen and glorified Lord Jesus 
with whom the disciples ate and drank after he rose from the 
dead. Their eating and drinking becomes a participation, a 
koinonia, in the body and blood of Christ (I Cor. 10:16). 
Their table fellowship was a eucharistic fellowship. We shall 
have more to say about the koinonia when we discuss eating 
and drinking as an act of love. Our point here is that the con- 
gregation eats and drinks in gratitude for the fellowship that 
has been granted it by the Spirit. 

Finally, eating and drinking is an act of thanksgiving not 
only for Christ’s death and resurrection and not only for his 
presence where two or three are gathered together in his name 
but for the hope of glory. ‘The congregation eats and drinks in 
anticipation of eating and drinking when Jesus will appear in 
glory at his parousia at the end of time. It waits for and ear- 
nestly desires “the coming of the day of God” (II Peter 3: 
12). And the presence of the Spirit is just the pledge, guaran- 
tee, and firstfruits of our inheritance and of our ultimate re- 
demption (Rom. 8:23; II Cor. 1:22; 5:5; Eph. 2:13 f.; 4:30). 
We shall return to this theme in the final section of this chap- 
ter when we deal with eating and drinking as an act of hope. 
Meanwhile we stress that eating and drinking is an act of 
thanksgiving for what God has done, does, and will do in 
Jesus Christ for the creation and preservation, reconciliation 
and redemption of the world. It is first and last a eucharistic 
meal in remembrance of Jesus who is the same yesterday, to- 
day, and forever. As an act of faith, love, and hope it is always 
an act of unceasing gratitude. 

Precisely as an act of thanksgiving, eating and drinking is 
an act of repentance. Because God's kindness is meant to lead 
us to repentance (Rom. 2:4), repentance follows thankfulness 
or rather is included in it. In the knowledge of what God has 
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mercifully done for us in his Son through the Holy Spirit we 
know the depth of our sin and misery. In gratitude for every- 
thing that has taken place for our good, we acknowledge our 
sin and guilt. We confess that we have sinned against heaven 
and before our heavenly Father and are no more worthy to be 
called his sons (Luke 15:18, 21), not worthy to have Jesus 
: come under our roof (Luke 7:6; Matt. 8:8). In thankfulness 
for God's gracious turning to us we turn from our evil ways 
to him and are converted. Grateful that we may eat and drink 
with Jesus, who accepts us just as we are "without one plea," 
we eat and drink as penitent sinners. No one ever has, no one 
ever can make himself worthy to sit at the Lord's Table— 
not even by his confession of sin. We remain sinners whom 
Jesus “receives” (Luke 15:1-2) and pardons. 

The parable of the prodigal son (Luke 15:11-32) has much 
to teach us concerning the ways in which men eat and drink, 
though it is seldom considered in this light. The parable is 
told with a view to the “publicans and sinners” who drew near 
to Jesus to hear him and whom he receives and with whom 
he eats (Luke 15:1-2)—in contrast to the Pharisees and 
scribes who were offended by such action. In the parable the 
latter correspond to the elder brother who was "angry and re- 
fused to go in" to the feast though his father entreated him 
(Luke 15:28). They are the "righteous persons who need no 
repentance” (Luke 15:7) and who feel justified because all 
along they have served God and kept his commandments 
(Luke 15:29). Perhaps there is also an implicit contrast be- 
tween Israel which excludes itself from the Messianic feast and 
the Gentiles who turn to the gospel, who “will come from east 
and west, and from north and south, and sit at table in the 
kingdom of God" (Luke 13:29). But there is no explicit men- 
tion of this in the parable. 

The main figure in the parable is the younger son, who 
greedily and arrogantly demands that the father give him the 
share of the property that falls to him. The father divided his 
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living between the brothers, literally the means of subsistence, 
the means by which men eat, drink, and live. The younger 
takes his share, leaves his father, and squanders his wealth in 
debauchery with harlots (Luke 15:30). It is a picture of a man 
who in a wild freedom seeks carnal pleasure in gluttony, drunk- 
enness, and fornication. The world used to describe how he 
lived—asötös (“loosely,” Luke 15:13)—includes the notion 
of an eating and drinking that is selfish and dissolute, eating 
and drinking as an end in itself and therefore self-destructive. 
It is the direct opposite of a thankful and penitent eating and 
drinking. When his property is exhausted and a famine comes 
upon the land, the son is glad to feed on the husks that be- 
longed to the swine he was charged to feed, for “no one gave 
him anything.” That, too, is a form of eating and drinking 
which is the opposite of a joyful meal: it is an enforced fast 
unto death. 

What is portrayed here is “the way of man in his breaking 
of the covenant with God—the way of lost Israel, of the lost 
‘publicans and sinners,’ of the lost Gentile world.” * It’ is a 
parable of the sin and misery of fallen man, who ‘refuses to live 
as a creature in dependence upon God’s grace and who wants 
to be “like God,” to be his own lord and savior. It is a parable 
of man who eats of the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of 
good and evil, so that he may be wise, virtuous, holy, and 
righteous in himself. And God “gives to all men generously 
and without reproaching” (James 1:5). The Father who is in 
heaven “makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and 
sends rain on the just and on the unjust” (Matt. 5:45). Man, 
however, uses the Creator’s bounty, not in the service of God 
and his fellowman, but in a selfish satisfaction of the lusts of 
the flesh. He is not grateful but self-serving, not humble but 
proud. 

According to the parable, the prodigal son, perishing from 
hunger, comes to himself and remembers how many of his 
father’s hired servants have bread enough and to spare. He 
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resolves to return to his father with a confession of his sin 
and, acknowledging that he is no more worthy to be called a 
son, to beg to be treated simply as one of the hired servants. 
He carries out his resolves and starts out on his journey back 
home. But the father sees him while he is still a long distance 
off, has compassion upon him, runs to meet him, embraces 
him and kisses him—‘and all this before he has even uttered 
his confession and request, let alone proved them by corre- 
sponding actions of amendment” (Barth). Not only that; he 
gives orders to clothe his penitent son with the finest robe, to 
put a ring on his hand and shoes on his feet, to kill a fatted 
calf for a great feast with music and dancing. They were to 
eat and be merry. 

What is portrayed here is the way back of sinful, dying man 
to the heavenly Father, his conversion in repentance and sor- 
row. He makes no claims upon God's grace on the ground of 
‚any merits or virtues. We have a picture, too, of how God re- 
ceives and accepts sinners without any reservations or hesita- 
tion and of how there is joy in heaven over one sinner who re- 
pents (Luke 15:7, 10). “For this my son was dead, and is 
alive again; he was lost, and is found." (Luke 15:24.) And 
what do we have here but a beautiful parable of the way in 
which this rejoicing is signalized, namely, of the third and 
perfect form in which men may eat and drink with Jesus? It 
is a joyous banquet attended by men who were dead in sins 
and trespasses and by God's omnipotent grace have been 
raised to newness of life in Christ Jesus. It is an act of thanks- 
giving for the manifestation of the power of grace in the lives 
of men who in contrition confess: 


Mine is the sin, but thine the righteousness; 

Mine is the guilt, but thine the cleansing blood; 
Here is my robe, my refuge, and my peace,— 

Thy blood, thy righteousness, O Lord my God. 


The Christian congregation's eating and drinking in remem- 
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brance of Jesus is a celebration. In our day the word is over- 
worked and tends to be secularized. But what is it but a cele- 
bration of the love of God, the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ 
and the communion of the Holy Spirit by thankful and re- 
pentant men and women—a celebration that is an echo on 
earth of the purer praise and rejoicing of the angels in heaven? 
If according to the witness of Holy Scripture the dominant 
characteristic of the congregation's eating and drinking is one 
of thanksgiving and joy, we are bound to ask why this note is 
missing from the observance of the Lord's Supper in most of 
our churches. It is a solemn affair marked by sad, mournful, even 
morbid thoughts associated with death. It is more like a fast 
than a feast. It bears little resemblance to the banquet which 
the father prepared for his lost son. It seems that we can no 
longer partake of food with glad and generous hearts, praising 
God and having favor with all the people, as the first Chris- 
tians did (Acts 2:46 f.). Could the root cause of our gloomy, 
melancholy services be due to the fact that we have lost the 
sense of the presence of the risen, living Lord and the sense of 
his imminent return? Is it because we think we are commemo- 
rating the death of a religious hero in order to make his pres-- 
ence somehow real for us? Or is it because we are materially 
and spiritually too rich and too full that we can no longer 
know the blessedness of the poor, of the hungry and thirsty, of 
those who weep and who are persecuted? If such be the case, 
what can we do but cry out, “Come, Creator Spirit,” that.he 
may reform the form and character-of our church services? 
It is the custom in most y RE churches in the United States 
and Canada to "celebrate" or "administer" the Lord's Supper 
in an austere religious EC in the church sanctuary (a 
holy place) and then have a coffee hour or a potluck supper 
in the church parlors for fellowship and a social get-together. 
In the New Testament such a separation would have been un- 
thinkable. The early Christians did not come together merely 
to eat and drink. They did not gather for a purely social affair, 
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though it was at the same time a social affair! They devoted 


themselves to four inseparable actions: the apostles’ teaching, |" 


fellowship, breaking of bread, and prayers. Only when these 
four elements are combined is the eating and drinking of the 

congregation distinguishable from the eating and drinking of a 
group of people in a restaurant, at a political banquet, at a serv- 
ice club luncheon, or at a social function such as the celebra- 
tion of a birthday or an anniversary. The whole purpose of the 
fourfold ' “devotion” of the early Christians was to “praise 
God,” and this is what made it an extraordinarily happy occa- 
sion. 

Eating and drinking in remembrance of Jesus will be an act 
of thanksgiving and joy when it is accompanied by the reading 
and exposition of Scripture. Without the preaching and teach- 
ing of the Word, the meaning and purpose of the meal will be 
ambiguous. It must be accompanied by the oral proclamation 
of the gospel and the law. Otherwise the sermon will degen- 
erate into a moralistic harangue or a quietistic homily. How 
can God’s people partake of food with joyful and single- 
hearted praise, if the good news of deliverance for the captives 
is not preached? 

Secondly, eating and drinking in remembrance of Jesus will 
be a genuine Eucharist only when accompanied by “supplica- 
tions, prayers, intercessions, and thanksgivings . . . for all 
men, for kings and all who are in high positions” (I Tim. 
2:1f.). A priestly service of the church is to give thanks to 
God on E of those who have never nown, or who have 
| they Thankful. T The congre- 
gation oes thanks or only for what God has God has done for his 
elect or for believers but for the whole creation. When thanks- 
givings and intercessions for politicians and judges; for leaders 
in finance, commerce, and labor; for educators, authors, re- 
porters, and news commentators; for scientists, artists, and en- 
tertainers are missing, the church tends to become a sect. The 
Lord's Supper is eaten for the private enjoyment of the mem- 
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bers rather than as a testimony of the message of grace for all 
men. 


^^ \ Thirdly, eating and drinking will be an act of thanksgiving 


when the members of the congregation are “addressing one 
another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing, and 
making melody to the Lord” with all their hearts (Eph. 
5:18 f.). May such singing be accompanied by instrumental 
music and dancing, as at the feast for the prodigal son? Yes, 
when they accompany the singing of words of praise and do 
not become purely aesthetic acts in themselves. ‘The writer has 
seen black Christians in Africa and America, their faces 
wreathed in smiles, clapping their hands and dancing in the 
aisles as they embraced one another and sang hymns of praise 
to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. They were not conscious 
of performing any symbolic acts or of dramatizing the history 
of salvation. They were simply and naturally giving expres- 
sion to their rejoicing in the Lord in the hymns they sang. 
When the Puritans banished organ music, the dance, candles, 
vestments, processions, etc., from their worship of God, they 
rghtly stressed that worship is to be in and by the spoken 
word. (They compared such things to a speaking in tongues 
which is not for edification.) But in their emphasis upon the 
word they eliminated the natural and spontaneous response 
which the word evokes. Perhaps we can learn from our black 
brothers and sisters how to make melody to the Lord without 
developing sophisticated theories about aesthetics, symbolism, 
and religious drama. Perhaps we can learn to sing and play as 
little children do. We will avoid artificially contriving art 
forms; we will do what comes naturally. Thus our eating and 
drinking will become a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving.® 


We have been speaking particularly about the Lord’s Sup- 
per as a Eucharist, about how it is an act of thanksgiving. If 
the secret of all eating and drinking has been revealed in Jesus 
Christ through the Holy Spirit to his congregation, then the 
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Lord's Supper is an exhibition and demonstration not only 
of why and what all men may eat and drink but also of how 
they are to eat and drink. The Lord’ S Supper i is the model and 
fies that all eating and drinking is to be eucharistic. This is not 
to say that every meal is a Lord’s Supper. It is to say, however, 
that the Supper is to inform and illumine eating and drinking 
in general. This does not mean that all meals are to be ac- 
companied by prayers of thanksgiving, the reading of the 
Word, and singing. But it does mean that all meals are to be 
eaten "with glad and generous hearts." Christians will bear in 
mind that whenever and wherever they eat and drink, whether 
it be in the home or in a restaurant, whether the occasion be a 
coffee break or a cocktail hour, it is to be done to the glory 
of God and in remembrance of Jesus. It is to be eucharistic. 
The consciousness of the connection between the Lord's d. 
Supper and all other meals will find tangible expression in the | 
way in which Christian families will eat in their homes. Grace~ 
will be said at all meals, not in a perfunctory way, but asa ~ 





recalléction oF the Lord's. Table. and of all that it declares AA 
about why, what, and how men are to eat and drink. pags Mi 
if in our congregations the Lord’s Supper could once again» {2 


become a joyous banquet of thanksgiving, love, and hope, > | 
Christian families might learn to set aside one meal in the day 
when there would be prayer, the reading of God’s Word, and 

the singing of a hymn. They might manage to do it quite nat- 
urally and unpietistically. 

The Lord's Supper is a testimony to the gratitude in which 
all food is to be eaten. But Christians will not be surprised 
when they find expressions of gratitude among those who have 
never heard of the gospel or of the Lord's Supper, and there- 
fore do not know him to whom they owe everything. Accord- 
ing to Acts 14:16 f., God “did not leave himself without wit- 
ness” even when he allowed the nations “to walk in their 
own ways" and in ignorance of the living God. He did good 
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and gave them rains and fruitful seasons, satisfying their hearts 
with food and gladness. The unfeigned gratitude of “the chil- 
dren of the world” will often put to shame “the children of 
light.” 


B. An Act of Love: The Agape 


Eating and drinking in remembrance of Jesus is an act of 
love. There can be no genuine Eucharist in our congregations 
if it is not at the same time an Agape feast. If it is Eucharist, 
it is Agape; if it is Agape, it is Eucharist. If it is an act of faith, 
it is an act of love. The two are inseparable. Without love 
there can be no genuine act of faith and repentance, of thanks- 
giving and praise, no eating and drinking in remembrance of 
Jesus, no true proclamation of his death. If the Eucharist is 
not Agape, then it is eaten “in an unworthy manner.” To eat 
thus is to profane the body and blood of the Lord (I Cor. 
11:27). It is to despise the church of God and to humiliate 
those who have nothing (I Cor. 11:22). Unquestionably we 
have reached the truly critical point in any ethical interpreta- 
tion of eating and drinking with Jesus. At this point we are 
bound to raise the most serious questions concerning the 
churches' doctrine and practice of the Lord's Supper, namely, 
concerning the separation of-Agape and Eucharist very early 
in the history of the churdh.* Jtis a question that also has to 
be put regarding Zwingli's nonsacramental interpretation. For 
although he stressed that the Supper is an act of faith and 
thanksgiving, he neglected to show that it is also necessarily 
an act of love and of hope. 

What is involved in the unity and togetherness of Eucharist 
and Agape is the teaching of Paul concerning the relation of 
faith and love and the teaching of James concerning the rela- 
tion of faith and works. According to Paul, the faith that 
avails, as opposed to the circumcision of the Jews and the un- 
circumcision of the Gentiles, is "faith working through love" 
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(Gal. 5:6). Karl Barth wrote: “Paul never even dreamed of 
the kind of pistis envisaged and criticised in James 2:14-26— 
the faith which has no erga, which is inactive, which does not 
amount to anything more than a mere knowledge, and which 
is rightly described by James in v. 26 as without spirit and 
therefore dead. Indeed, he did not even consider this kind of 
faith as an atemafivs There is no other faith than that ‘which 
worketh by love.’ !' *-Hence Paul can say, “If I have all faith, so 
as to remove on but have not love, I am nothing” (I 
Cor. 13:2) and James can say, “Faith by itself, if it has no 
works, is dead” (James 2:17). And the example of works 
which James specifically mentions is giving the things needed 
for the body to a brother or sister who is “ill-clad and in lack 
of daily food.” If faith may be defined as “the act of a pure 
and total reception” of the grace of God and love as “an act of 
self-giving” corresponding to the self-giving love of God 
(Barth), then faith and love are two distinguishable but in- 
divisible elements of the Christian life. The unity of faith and 
love is the basis of the unity of Eucharist and Agape, of thanks- 
giving and love, in the one act of eating and drinking in re- 
membrance of Jesus. 

It goes beyond our purpose to set forth anything like a full- 
orbed teaching about love, much less to make the necessary 
distinctions and connections between the three types of love: 
agapé, eros, and philanthröpia.® Nevertheless certain things 
must be affirmed about the nature of love if we are to acquire 
a proper understanding about eating and drinking as an act 
of love. We are speaking about love as a human action in obe- 
dience to the first and second commandments to love God 
and one’s neighbor, upon which all the law and the prophets 
depend (Matt. 22:34-40; Mark 12:28-34; Luke 10:25-28), 
and which is therefore the fulfilling of the law (Rom. 13:9; 
Gal. 5:14; James 2:8). We are not speaking about a divine 
love in us, as if the Christian were a channel, instrument, or 
vessel through which the love of God flows, or as if the love 
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required of Christians were a sort of repetition, continuation, 
and prolongation of the love of God. In I Cor., ch. 13, Paul 
is not describing the love of God in us; he is describing the 
“more excellent way” which the Christian may and must fol- 
low in response and in conformity to the love of God in the 
grace of Jesus Christ through the fellowship of the Holy Spirit 
(II Cor. 13:14). Eating and drinking as a work of love is 
therefore no more a means or channel of the love of God 
than it is of the grace of God. 

While there may be no confusing or mixing of divine and 
human love, neither may there be a separation of the two. 
For the basis of the love required of Christians is just the 
love of God. “We love, because he first loved us.” (I John 
4:19.) We love because the love of God frees us for love. 
Man never can take the initiative in love. “For love is of God, 
and he who loves is born of God and knows God. . . . In this 
is love, not that we loved God but that he loved us and sent 
his Son to be the expiation for our sins.” (I John 4:7, 10.) 
“God is love” (I John 4:8)—in his eternal being as Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit and in the execution and manifestation 
of his love in that "God sent his only Son into the world, so 
that we might live through him” (I John 4:9). The love of 
God is not what we can know of ourselves about love. “For 
God so loved the world that he gave his only Son” (John 
3:16) and he gave his only Son to be a sacrifice for us. God 
shows his love for us in that while we were yet sinners, while 
we were enemies, Christ died for us, the ungodly (Rom. 5:6- 
10). This is the amazing love of Christ that impels or controls 
us because we are convinced that one has died for all (II Cor. 
5:14). Moreover, the basis of Christian love is that “God’s 
love has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit 
which has been given to us" (Rom. 5:5). By the Holy Spirit 
the love of God in Christ Jesus becomes operative and effective 
in us, so that we are liberated to love God, to love the Lord 
Jesus, and to love our neighbor. Not that the Holy Spirit is a 
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prolongation of the love of God in us! Not that the Spirit 
takes from us our own human responsibility and activity! On 
the contrary, the Spirit sets us free for an act of human love 
that corresponds and responds to the love of God. 

~ Analogous to God's act of giving himself in his only Son, 
‘Christian love is an act of self-giving. As the love of God in 
the history of Israel and in Jesus Christ is not a mere attitude 
or emotion but an electing, cleansing, and redeeming act or 
series of acts, so Christian love does not merely think and feel 
and will. Naturally it does think, feel, and will. Otherwise it 
would not be the love of a real man. Love acts. It goes beyond 
the inwardness of a disposition, attitude, or feeling and be- 
comes an act of love. “Let us not love in word or speech but 
in deed and in truth” (I John 3:18). As God “gives to all men 
generously” (James 1:5), he “loves a cheerful giver” (II Cor. 
9:7). Hence “it is more blessed to give than to receive” (Acts 
20:35). Love for God is an act of complete surrender of the 
self. It is an act in which the Christian loses his life to become 
a living sacrifice in service of God. Obviously it is an act of 
which no man is capable. It is possible only because “I, with 
body and soul, both in life and in death, am not my own, but 
belong to my faithful Savior Jesus Christ” and because “by 
his Holy Spirit he also assures me of everlasting life, and makes 
me willing and ready in heart to live unto him” (Heidelberg 
Catechism, Question 1). 

Although the first and great commandment is to love God, 
it is inseparable from the second commandment, to love your 
neighbor as yourself. “If any one says, ‘I love God,’ and hates 
his brother, he is a liar; for he who does not love his brother 
whom he has seen, cannot love God whom he has not seen.” 
(I John 4:20.) Although love for God is not identical with or 
exhausted in a love for the neighbor, it is confirmed and be- 
comes visible in love for the neighbor. “God’s love evokes.the 
love of the Christian for him, and the two together the mu- 
tual love of Christians" ' (Barth). Barth stresses that the mutual 
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love of Christians becomes a reality and is exhibited in the 
koinonia of the church. It is much more than a love for one’s 
fellowman. It is much more than a humanistic and humani- 
tarian love. It is a love created by the Holy Spirit among those 
who know one another as pardoned and sanctified sinners. By 
their love for one another, bearing one another’s burdens, they 
are distinguished from the world. “By this all men will know 
that you are my disciples, if you have love for one another.” 
(John 13:35.) Yet Christian love is not restricted to fellow 
Christians. For Paul prays that the Thessalonians may 
“abound in love to one another and to all men” (I Thess. 3:12) 
and admonishes them: “See that none of you repays evil for 
evil, but always seeks to do good to one another and to all” 
(I Thess. 5:15). As Jesus prayed for his enemies on the cross 
(Luke 23:34), so he commands his disciples: “Love your ene- 
mies, do good to those who hate you, bless those who curse: 
you, pray for those who abuse you. . . . If you love those who 
love you, what credit is that to you? For even sinners love those 
who love them. . . . But love your enemies, and do good, and 
lend, expecting nothing in return” (Luke 6:27-28, 32, 35; cf. 
Matt. 5:43-48; Rom. 12:14). Christian love is self-giving, first 
to the Lord (II Cor. 8:5), then to the brother, then to all 
men. It is not an abstract love for mankind in general; it occurs. 
in a concrete encounter with the neighbor, even when the 
neighbor assumes the form of the enemy for whom Christ 
died. 

If we have acquired a clearer understanding of the nature of 
love required of Christians, we may now understand the Lord’s 
Supper as Agape, as an act of love. In practice, self-giving in- 
cludes many kinds of giving—the giving of money, time, and 
talents. In the Lord’s Supper it is concretely a question of the 
giving and receiving of food and drink, of sharing the Lord’s. 
Supper, as a proclamation of the Bread of life. It is not a mat- 
ter of setting up a symbol or token of our love for one another 
by means of a morsel of bread and a sip of wine. Symbolism 
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and tokenism have been the destruction of genuine € Chris 
tian fellowship. It is a question of of the performance of an eti ethical 
act, of a work of love, ; by sharing food, _ especially with the 
poor and outcast. t. Only as it is an. act of love, and not a “bare 
sign" of love, is it a proclamation of the Lord’s death and of 
the love of God. _\/ | / | 

“Scholars have RL ate! we Gelieve=to distinguish 
and even to separate the Lord’s Supper from the common 
meal in I Cor., ch. 11, and from the last Passover meal in the 
Synoptic Gospels.? Even if such a distinction could be estab- 
lished on the basis of textual criticism, it cannot be denied 
that the Lord’s Supper took place in the context of a meal. 
Nor can it be denied that, as far as Paul was concerned, when 
the meal was eaten in such a way that “each one goes ahead 
with his own meal, and one is hungry and another is drunk” 
(I Cor. 11:21), “it is not the Lord’s Supper that you eat” 
(I Cor. 11:20). Then one eats and drinks improperly or “in an 
unworthy manner” (I Cor. 11:27, 29), not because one fails 
to discern or perceive the body and blood of Christ in the ele- 
ments, but because one despises the church of God and hu- 
miliates the poor who have nothing (I Cor. 11:22). Thus is 
one “guilty of profaning the body and blood of the Lord” 
(I Cor. 11:27). Paul is angry and speaks with unusual sharp- 
ness, an anger begotten of his tremendous concern for the 
truth of the gospel and his love of the Corinthians. He says: 
“I must mention a practice which I cannot commend: your 
meetings tend to do more harm than good” (I Cor. 11:17, 
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NEB). Paul was saying: It were better that you did not come | 


together at all if you are going to eat and drink the way you | 


have been doing. It were better for you to stay at home and eat 
there (I Cor. 11:22, 34). Paul is echoing the words of the 
prophet Amos: “I hate, I despise your feasts, , and I take no 
delight in your solemn assemblies" (Amos 5:21). 

How did Paul combat this perversion of a proper eating and 
drinking of the meal in the meetings of the Corinthian con- 
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gregation? He reminded them of a tradition he had received 
from the Lord, presumably in the church at Antioch which 
had sent him forth. He reminded them of that dark night in 
which Jesus was betrayed, for that same darkness had now 
fallen upon the Corinthian church! He was being betrayed 
afresh! More important, he reminded them of the light that 
shone in the darkness. That is to say, he reminded them that 
bread broken, given, and shared points to him who is the true 
bread from heaven and who became the bread of life for the 
world by offering up his flesh on the cross. Moreover, the cup 
is a sign of the new covenant established through his blood. 
Consequently as often as we eat together we preach or pro- 
claim his death for all mankind and as often as we drink 
together we call to remembrance not a dead but a living Lord. 
On the other hand, anyone who eats the bread and drinks the 
cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner, that is, in pride and 
lovelessness, sins against the body and blood of Christ. And 
in so doing he, like Judas Iscariot, gives up that which is the 
only hope of his own salvation. 

Paul is able to put the same thing in another way. It is a 
matter of distinguishing or discerning the Lord's body. In the 
past this has been understood to mean that one has to distin- 
guish the elements of the Lord's Supper from ordinary food. 
Now the Corinthians had been doing that only too well. They 
valued it as a religious, sacramental sedative, a means of quiet- 
ing their consciences while profaning the body and blood of 
the Lord by their lovelessness. ‘To discern the Lord’s body 
means to recognize the church as his body for which he died 
and fellow Christians as members one of another in him. “Be- 
cause there is one bread, we who are many are one body, for 
we all partake of the one bread.” (I Cor. 10:17.) There is not 
more than one body of Christ—e.g., the historical, in which 
he died; the “mystical,” his congregation; and then a sacra- 
mental body in which Jesus Christ is said to be present in the 
elements of bread and wine. There is one body of the crucified 
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and risen Christ from whom the church has been taken, from 
whom it lives and grows. There is no body apart from him. ‘The 
kerygma, baptism, Lord’s Supper, faith, love, and hope of 
Christians, the word and work of the apostles—none of these 
organize or constitute the body. That is exclusively the work 
of Jesus Christ. He who is the Head himself, and who is first 
‘the body, constitutes the congregation as his body. This he has 
done as the one who was crucified on Golgotha (Rom. 7:24; 
Col. 1:22; Eph. 2:16; I Peter 2:24; Heb. 10:10). And it is in 
the light of the resurrection of Christ and the quickening work 
of the Spirit that the congregation may hear and know: “You 
are the body of Christ” (I Cor. 12:27). 

However, one must not think that it is the Spirit of Pente- 
cost, the fullness of gifts, the faith quickened by the Spirit, 
the palpable consequences of the preaching and acceptance 
of the gospel, still less the sacraments, which make the con- 
gregation to be members of this body. The church is, and 
they are this in Jesus Christ, in his election in eternity (Eph. 
1:4; Rom. 8:29). And they become this in the execution of 
this eternal election in his death on the cross proclaimed in 
his resurrection from the dead. It is the work of the Holy 
Spirit to bring the knowledge of all this. In this knowledge 
the church is Christ's body in such a way that her being as his 
body precedes her knowledge of it. However, where her knowl- 
edge follows her being, then a claim is laid upon the congrega- 
tion to conform to her being in Christ. This is precisely what 
Paul required of the Corinthians not only in their preaching 
but also in their eating and drinking.!? 

The apostle concludes his discourse with a solemn warn- 
ing. Anyone who eats and drinks in an "improper" way, any- 
one who does not discern the body, "eats and drinks judg- 
ment upon himself" (I Cor. 11:29). Lest anyone should think 
that this judgment is some distant, otherworldly judgment, 
Paul tells the Corinthians that it is having its effects in their 
lives. "That is why many of you are feeble and sick, and a 
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number have died” (I Cor. 11:30, NEB)—not because of a 
failure to recognize Christ’s body and blood in the elements 
as a sort of divine medicine but because of self-righteousness 
and lovelessness. Perhaps a psychiatrist might say that these 
perverse attitudes have harmful psychosomatic effects in peo- 
ple. Regardless of the truth of a scientific explanation and the 
well-known fact that a selfish and joyless eating and drinking 
can be injurious to one’s health, Paul sees the outward effects 
of God’s judgment related to a profanation of Christ’s death 
and to a despising of his holy church. “But if we judged our- 
selves” (I Cor. 11:31; the same Greek word is used for “dis- 
cerning the body” in I Cor. 11:29), that is, if we truly saw 
ourselves as members of Christ’s body, “we should not be 
judged” (I Cor. 11:31). “But when we are judged by the 
Lord, we are chastened.” (I Cor. 11:32a.) “For the Lord dis- 
ciplines [or chastens] him whom he loves.” (Heb. 12:6 f.) 

But thanks be to God: His merciful chastisements are not 
final or absolute. He still grants us time. They are laid upon 
us in order “that we may not be condemned along with the 
world” (I Cor. 11:32). He grants us time to examine ourselves 
(I Cor. 11:28) and to change. “Therefore, my brothers, when 
you meet for a meal, wait for one another. If you are hungry, 
eat at home, so that in meeting together you may not fall un- 
der judgement." (I Cor. 11:33-34, NEB.) 


We have been at pains to establish that the Lord’s Supper 
was a meal, and that the abuse of the meal by the Corinthians 
was the reason that the Lord’s Supper could not be eaten in 
remembrance of Jesus and as a proclamation of his death. It is 
also evident from Acts 2:42-47 that the “breaking of bread” 
was a meal which the early Christians ate together and in their 
homes. Their love for the Lord Jesus and for one another 
found expression in a table fellowship, in a koinonia. The 
koinonia was, of course, an inner spiritual reality: they were 
“of one heart and soul.” But it was not just a spiritual fellow- 


HOW MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 87 


ship: it found outward expression in that "no one said that any 
of the things which he possessed was his own, but they had 
everything in common" (Acts 2:44; cf. ch. 4:32). It found 
expression in an economic communism—not forced but vol- 
untary, and not so that all had the same amount, but distribu- 
tion was made “to each as any had need" (Acts 4:35; cf. ch. 
‘2:45; II Cor. 8:13 £5; 9:7). This inward and outward koinonia 
then found expression in the "breaking of bread," in sharing 
a common meal. 

It is perfectly obvious that the Lord's Supper i in our churches 
is not such a fellowship. In the first place it is not a meal. The 
participants do not sit around tables so that they can see one 
another, talk to one another, and serve one another. The little 
portions of bread and wine are received individually. The par- 
ticipants either go forward to the "altar" to receive the ele- 
ments from the priest or minister, or wait for them to be 
passed around on trays. The Lord's Supper, as practiced in 
our congregations, is not only loveless but inhuman! Each par- 
takes alone. It is all so impersonal. No one greets his neigh- 
bor with a handshake or a “holy kiss." One does not speak to 
or listen to those about him. There is not even a fellowship in 
the Word. Usually one man does all the talking. Often one 
does not even “see” his fellow Christian. And as for serving 
and helping one another, especially the poor, that's out of the 
question. Two beggars sharing a crust of bread have more 
fellowship than Christians at the Lord's Table! Is it any won- 
der that in many congregations a coffee hour or a church 
supper will be served where the members and visitors can get 
to know one another, speak to one another, and to help one 
another? But this too can be no substitute for a fellowship 
in the Word with a table fellowship. 

We are loath to venture into the field of. practical theology. 
But two practical questions may be faced concerning the lo- 
cation of the Lord's Supper observance and the frequency of 
its observance, as these bear upon the character of the table 
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fellowship. It seems unlikely that the Lord’s Supper, as a con- 
gregational meal, could be served in the church “sanctuary” 
or auditorium unless the pews were removed and replaced by 
tables and chairs. Fortunately in most of our churches there 
are fellowship halls provided with kitchens. There it is cus- 
tomary to hold church dinners or “potluck” suppers. Obviously 
the Lord’s Supper should be served in the fellowship hall. 
The auditorium could be used for purely preaching and evan- 
gelistic services, for Christian education purposes, public lec- 
tures, organ recitals, oratorios, etc. It might be suggested that 
the congregation could use the church auditorium for the min- 
istry of the Word and then repair to the fellowship hall for the 
Lord’s Supper. This would not be a satisfactory solution. It 
would tend to perpetuate the notion that the church service 
in the “sanctuary” is a religious affair, whereas a meal taken 
elsewhere is simply a social affair for the nourishment of the 
physical body. ‘The Lord’s Supper, however, is not a meal in 


. remembrance of Jesus if the congregation does not devote 


X 


Y 


/ itself to “the apostles’ teaching and fellowship, to the break- 


ing of bread and the prayers." The Word may be preached 
and prayers may be offered without the Supper, but the Sup- 
į per may never be observed without the ministry of the Word. 

Ideally the. Lord's Supper should be served weekly when 


P the congregation gathers for the public worship of God. The 


service clubs manage to meet weekly at noon luncheons, and 
congregations might do likewise. Nevertheless, it may not al- 
ways be convenient or feasible for a eucharistic Agape to be 
held weekly, especially for large congregations. The general 
rule should be that the congregation should "break bread" 
together as frequently as possible, at least once a month, and 
not just on special occasions such as an anniversary supper 
or an annual congregational meeting for business. Incidentally, 
it is by no means absolutely necessary for the congregation to 
have its own building. It could meet in a restaurant, hotel, or 
motel, as the service clubs do. ‘The more the congregation pro- 
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claims the Word, sings and prays, and eats and drinks where 
men and women work and play, eat and drink, the better! 

We have deplored the sundering of Eucharist and Agape. 
Now we must be more precise and insist that the Eucharist 
is a love feast only as it is diakonia—a service of Christ for 
fellow Christians and the world. Diakonia, a service of deeds 
of love and mercy, is not merely something that Christians 
may and must do for the poor and needy when they are dis- 
persed i in the world. Diakonia has its seat in the church serv-. 
ice. It is an integral part of public worship. It is the ethical 
act that complements, attests, and confirms the preaching of 
the gospel. When it is lacking, the church service is a torso; 
itis truncated and defective. The root meaning of the Greek 
word diakonein is to wait on table. From this root meaning, 
diakonein and its cognates were used to refer to a service of 
the physical and material needs of men. The root meaning of 
diakonos was “waiter.” Based on the twofold meaning of 
waiting on table and serving the needy, the word group was 
used with theological significance in a number of ways. It was 
used with reference to Christ’s service of men (Mark 10:45; 
Luke 22:27; Rom. 15:8). Diakonos was used in connection 
with service rendered to God (Rom. 13:4; II Cor. 6:4), to 
Christ (John 12:26; II Cor. 11:23; Col. 1:7; I Tim. 4:6), to 
the new covenant (II Cor. 3:6), to the gospel (Eph. 3:7; Col. 
1:23), to the fellow disciple or to the church as a whole 
(Matt. 23:11; Mark 9:35; 10:43). Thus diakonia was used of 
the ministry of apostles, evangelists, prophets, etc. (Acts 1:17, 
25; 20:24; 21:19; Rom. 11:13; I Cor. 12:5; II Cor. 4:1; 5:18). 
Wherefore we conclude that whereas one may distinguish a 
spiritual and physical diakonia, and give priority to the former, 
the two may not be separated.!? 

Diakonia, understood as the relief of the poor by gifts of 
money or supplies, is in fact an extension of the service ren- 
dered by waiters: it is a matter of supplying food and drink by 
which men live. If the Lord's Supper is the event in which 
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the congregation eats and drinks with Jesus, then it is a 
corporate act of diakonia, of service in and with Christ for 
hungry men and women. The diakonoi who wait on the guests 
at the Lord's Table do in fact what deacons in particular and 
all Christians are called to do, namely, to feed the poor and 
hungry. In the New Testament and in the early postapostolic 
church “diakonia was itself enshrined at the heart of worship. 
Diakonia and leitourgia were so indissolubly linked with one 
another as to be, in effect, two aspects of the one and the 
same Godward act on the part of the Christian community" 
(G. W. H. Lampe). Following the church service the deacons 
visited and ministered to widows, orphans, the poor, and 
those in prison. Later the Agape and the church's charitable 
work were separated from the church service. Thereby both 
suffered. The church service was removed from the world, and 
its charity became worldly. Yet even when diakonia no longer 
was "enshrined at the heart of worship," it persisted in an 
Agape meal which, as Lampe observes, was closely related to 
the Eucharist and "in itself . . . was a rite which combined 
worship and edification with service to the needy.” To it the 
poor were invited, or a distribution of food was made to them 
from the food provided. Although the Agape was frequently 
abused, its primary object was relief for the poor, for the vic- 
tims of persecution and for those in prison. According to Jus- 
tin!? and Ignatius,!* the deacons still served the Communion 
to the people. Hippolytus, however, assigned the distribution 
of the bread to the bishop, and only the administration of the 
cups to the deacons, and then only if there were not enough 
presbyters to do this.!? The deacons continued to distribute 
bread at the Agape, until it disappeared from the church serv- 
ice altogether. Sacramentalism and clericalism had begun to 
displace agapé and diakonia. 

From what has been learned about diakonia, it is evident 
that the Lord's Supper, as an act of love, cannot be restricted 
to baptized members of the body of Christ. The Table of the 
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Lord may be fenced against "one who bears the name of 
brother if he is guilty of immorality" and idolatry; but it may 
not be fenced against immoral and idolatrous unbelievers (I 
Cor. 5:9-13). Paul counted upon the attendance of unbeliev- 
ers and outsiders at the gatherings of the church for thanks- 
. giving (I Cor. 14:16, 23-25). As Jesus received and ate with 
sinners, as the father received the prodigal son before any con- 
fession of sin was made, so the church will extend hospitality 
to sinners and strangers.!® It will welcome Communists, athe- 
ists, skeptics, scoffers, and adherents of other religions, not 
for the purpose of converting them—which the church can 
never do!—but simply to share with them the good news 
about Jesus and the gifts of food and drink he has provided. 
Gentile Christians, who have come to share in the spiritual 
blessings of the Jews, to whom they are indebted, will be anx- 
ious "to be of service to them in material blessings" (Rom. 
15:27), not only to share the Lord's Supper with them, but 
to succor them when they are discriminated against and per- 
secuted. As Jesus ate with tax collectors, with the rich, and 
with rulers, so the church will welcome the rich and the 
mighty. It will not invite them because of what they might 
be able to do to support the work of the church financially. 
Love is never cunning and designing. The church, therefore, 
will not fawn upon the rich or show partiality to them. It will 
remember the words of James: “If a man with gold rings and 
in fine clothing comes into your assembly, and a poor man in 
shabby clothing also comes in, and you pay attention to the 
one who wears the fine clothing and say, ‘Have a seat here, 
please, while you say to the poor man, ‘Stand there,’ or ‘Sit 
at my feet,’ have you not made distinctions among yourselves, 
and become judges with evil thoughts? Listen, my beloved 
brethren [Note that James still calls such Christians “be- 
loved"]. Has not God chosen those who are poor in the world 
to be rich in faith and heirs of the kingdom which he has 
promised to those who love him? But you have dishonored the 
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poor man” (James 2:2-6). “As for the rich in this world,” 
Paul instructs Timothy, “charge them not to be haughty, nor 
to set their hopes on uncertain riches but on God who richly 
furnishes us with everything to enjoy" (I Tim. 6:17). 

Accordingly, Jesus said to the ruler of the Pharisees who had 
invited him to dinner: ^When you give a dinner or a ban- 
quet, do not invite your friends or your. brothers or your kins- 
men or rich neighbors, lest they also invite you in return, and 
you be repaid. But when you give a feast invite the poor, the 
maimed, the lame, the blind, and you will be blessed, because 
they cannot repay you. You will be repaid at the resurrection 
of the just" (Luke 14:12-14). The fellowship of the church 
is not based on friendship, blood relationship, color, race, or 
social and economic status. It is the fellowship of those who 
are spiritually and physically poor and sick. How can the 
Lord's Supper be a joyful Eucharist if the congregation does 
not include in its agapé and diakonia the poor who are op- 
pressed by the rich (James 2:6f.)? Yet even those who op- 
press the poor, who blaspheme the honorable name by which 
Christians are called, and who persecute the church are not 
to be excluded from the Lord's Table. For “if your enemy is 
hungry, feed him; if he is thirsty, give him drink" (Rom. 
12:20). 

Although the church is to issue the invitation, “Come, for 
all is now ready," to the rich and the mighty, she will not be 
surprised if many begin to make excuses. The church has been 
instructed by her Lord how difficult it is for a rich man to 
enter the kingdom of God. But this very fact will drive the 
church to ask, “Who then can be saved?" and to be comforted 
by Jesus answer: "With men this is impossible, but with 
God all things are possible"—even the salvation of poor 
Christians. The church will remember that God chose not 
many wise, powerful, and of noble birth, but the foolish, the 
weak, the low and despised in the world, "so that no human 
being might boast in the presence of God" (I Cor. 1:26-29). 
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The poor, too, cannot boast of their poverty; they can boast - 


only of the utterly free grace of God which availed for rich 


Zacchaeus, who received Jesus joyfully into his house. And - 


when the crowd saw it, they all murmured: “He has gone in to 
be the guest of a man who is a sinner” (Luke 19:1-10). 

From what we have learned about the Lord's Supper as an 
act of love, as Agape and as diakonia, it is obvious that it can- 
not be an end in itself. It i is thé source, the fountain, the well- 
spring of the church's mission into and for the world. What 
the congregation does in its public . gatherings by way of 


agape.and diakonia is to be done in and for the world. It is. L. 


^ uu its service of love by word and deed to all men. It is 

“go out to the- highways and hedges, and compel people to 
come in" with the mighty compulsion of love that is "patient 
and kind." The Lord's Supper is not an act of love or of faith, 


and it i$ not.a genuine Eucharist, if it does not have this out- - 


reach. Conversely the church's welfare work will tend to 
become moralistic and legalistic if it is cüt off from its root 


. in the church service pi Jesus Christ is known and remem/ 


bered. 

When the church moves out into the world in service to 
the poor and needy, it does not cease to eat and drink with 
Jesus. For God in Christ is not only in the church where the 
Word is truly preached and the “sacraments” are rightly ad- 
ministered, as the Reformers taught. Jesus is first and above 


all outside our churches and all around our churches, so that- 


when we come out of church we stumble over him (Helmut 
Gollwitzer). Jesus is with the least of his brethren, as the 
well-known passage in Matt. 25:31-46 teaches. It is true that 
God’s Son is there where two or three are gathered together 
in his Name, that is, where he is revealed in the power of his 
Word and Spirit. But the God who is present and is revealed 
and is known and confessed in and with his church is none 
other than Jesus, who is now secretly, but no less really, pres- 
ent in solidarity with the hungry, thirsty, naked, sick, and im- 
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prisoned people of the world and with those who are strangers 
to the household, the church of God. It is noteworthy that 
both the righteous and the unrighteous will say: “Lord, when 
did we see thee hungry and feed thee, or thirsty and give 
thee drink?” (Matt. 25:37; cf. v. 44). Nevertheless, the King 
will answer them: “Truly, I say to you, as you did it to one of 
the least of these my brethren, you did it to me. . . . As you 
did it not to one of the least of these, you did it not to me". 
(Matt. 25:40, 45). We will not go so far as to say that Jesus is 
a hungry, thirsty, naked, sick, and imprisoned human being, 
as some theologians have done.!* Such human beings are his 
brothers. But he has so identifed himself with them in all 
their poverty and distress that we can encounter him only in 
them whether inside or outside the church walls. Jesus is with | 
the poor Lazarus who lies at the gate of us rich Christians, ` 
desiring to be fed with what falls from our tables (Luke 16:19- - 
31). He is in and with a child whose flesh has been eaten away 
by napalm in Vietnam. He is with the refugees fleeing from 
their bombed-out villages. He is with a convicted murderer in 
death row who is waiting to die in the gas chamber, and he is 
with the widow and orphans of the man who was murdered. 
He is with a young girl who is a victim of dope. He is with a 
whole race that has been kept down and deprived of its rights 
because of its color. Yes, God in Jesus is all around us—the 
suffering, weeping, oppressed, hungry, and thirsty God who 
cries out to us. 

— 'Thus once again we perceive that the church cannot make 
an absolute distinction between the Lord's Supper and the 
eating and drnking of the children of the world. Christians, 
moreover, have no monopoly on agapé and diakonia. They 
ought not to forget that it was a godless Samaritan (a mod- 
ern equivalent might be a Communist) who was neighbor to 
the man who fell among robbers and who showed mercy to 
him, whereas the priest and the Levite (comparable to Chris- 
tians) passed by on the other side. The Samaritan not only 
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~ 


bound up the wounds of the man but took him to an inn and 
paid the innkeeper for his room and board. Shall we deny that 
the Lord’s Supper Was secretly eaten in that hotel? Was it not 
an unconscious remembrance of Jesus, and therefore of the 
neighbor, the mercy of God? (Luke 1:78; 10:29-37.) 

It is noteworthy that the needs of Jesus in the least of his 
brethren are all bodily needs. Christendom has often been 
more concerned about the spiritual needs of men—about their 
unbelief, false doctrine, and personal immorality; about feed- 
ing their souls. Certainly this is the impression that is given 
by the one-sided way in which the Lord's Supper is eaten in 
our congregations. Here Jesus, like a thoroughgoing materialist, 
declares that we will be judged in relation to the bodily needs 
of the men, women, and children around us. Helmut Gollwit- 
zer quoted the Russian Christian thinker, Nicolas Berdyaev, 
who once said: "My own bread is only a materialistic question, 
but my neighbor’s bread is a spiritual question.” Jesus makes 
the social and. economic a the final criterion of our 

love of Jesus and of our gratitude: for what he has done for 
us. It is also the criterion of our doctrine and practice of the 
Lord’s Supper. If it is Eucharist it is Agape. It is at once an 
act of thanksgiving and an act [or love in remembrance of 
Jesus. 

Diakonia, service to Christ in the least of his brethren, is 
also a political a action. For the hungry, thirsty, naked, sick, the 
refugees, and imprisoned are representative of large groups in 
our society. Therefore it is not only a question of giving aid 
to certain individuals but of helping deprived and underpriv- 
ileged minorities. The church knows that in the as yet unre- 
deemed world God has appointed the State to provide for 
justice and peace by means of the threat and exercise of force, 
according to the measure of human judgment and human 
ability (Barmen Theological Declaration). The ruler is the 
diakonos and the leitourgos (Paul used both words in Rom. 
13:4, 6) "for good," that is, for the sake of the poor neigh- ` 
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bor. The congregation reminds both rulers and ruled of their 
responsibility, not only by its preaching, prophetic utterances, 
and intercessory prayers for “all in authority" (I Tim. 2:1 f.), 
but by the concern for the poor which it manifests in the 
Lord's Supper. Moreover, Christians will see their own politi- 
cal responsibility for the establishment of a just state as an 
extension of the diakonia in the congregation. They will not 
be politically indifferent, apathetic, and neutral. The congre- 
gation will work and vote for that party and program which 
is concerned for peace, for ridding cities of slums and ghettos, 
for equal rights, and for prison reform. It will resist a “Pilate- 
state" that perverts justice in order “to satisfy the crowd,” not 
by taking up the sword against that state but by its witness and 
suffering. 

Eating and drinking in remembrance of Jesus is an act of 
love. We would conclude this section of our study by remind- 
ing ourselves that an act of love is an act of humility. “Love 
is not jealous or boastful; it is not arrogant or rude. Love does 
not insist on its own way." (I Cor. 13:4 f.) This humility is to 
be reflected in the way in which Christians are to serve one 


| another, that is, in the ordering and conduct of the Lord's 
| Supper. 


i 


It will usually be the case in every congregational meal that 
someone will be asked to preside. In the early church that 
person was called a "president." Until he became vested with 
sacramental powers, he served as a moderator or chairman. 
There will also need to be those to prepare the meals and wait 
on tables. ‘They may be called deacons or waiters, for that is 
their function. But since all are deacons, all are servants, all 
are ministers, the function should not belong exclusively to 
some, and certainly should not bestow positions of power, au- 
thority, and honor above the others. It cannot be a meal in 
which one man is the host and the others guests. ‘There is one 


‘Host, one Giver of food and drink, who is Jesus Christ. In 


virtue of his real presence through the Spirit, he needs no 





HOW MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 97 


vicar to take his place, no one equipped with special super- 
natural powers to “administer” or “celebrate” the Lord’s Sup- 
per for the others. It is not true that the congregation can 
eat and drink in remembrance of Jesus only when an ordained 
or consecrated bishop, priest, or minister is present. In short, 
the un-Biblical distinction between clergy and laity cannot be 
definitive for the Lord’s Supper. This is not to deny that in the 
New Testament there is a plurality and diversity of gifts and 
ministries. It is to deny that there is a ministerial order, much 
less a special sacramental or sacerdotal ministry. Nor is this 
to deny that all things are to be done “decently and in order" 
in the church. But as the Barmen Theological Declaration, 
Art. 4, teaches: “The various offices in the Church do not es- 
tablish a dominion of some over the others; on the contrary, 
they are for the exercise of the ministry entrusted to and en- 
joined upon the whole congregation." 

The 1972 General Assembly of ‘The United. Presbyterian . 
Church in the USA. adopted. the recommendations of. its 
Spectat Committee on the Theology of the Call for changes in 
the Directory. of Worship. We quote. from these i in part: ; 


All believers participate in the one ministry of Jesus Christ who 
is at once God's word of revelation and work of reconciliation. 
This ministry represents Jesus’ ministry by word and deed 
through the Holy Spirit. Christ is the minister and servant of 
God in whom and through whom the whole Church and every 
member of the Church is called to the one ministry. . . . 


The entire session has responsibility for. the whole ministry of 
the congregation and exercises special responsibility for the or- 
dering of the congregation's corporate worship, including ad- 
ministration of Baptism and the celebration of the Lord's 
Supper. While it is the practice in the United Presbyterian 
Church for a continuing member of presbytery to preside at 
the administration of Baptism and the celebration of the Lord's 
Supper, the corporate nature of the Church's ministry means 
that the session and its moderator, with the permission of the 
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presbytery, have the authority and freedom to invite a member 
or members of the congregation to preside on particular occa- 
sions within the bounds of that congregation. . . . 


The celebration of the sacraments occurs when all the people 
celebrate together, rather than receive the gifts.through an in- 
dividual who performs the sacraments for them. For the sake 
of order the sacraments are to be administered only by those 
duly appointed. 


The Committee on the Theology of the Call was not asked 
to study the church's doctrine and practice of the Lord's Sup- 
per. But it is evident that its recommendations point to a way 
of eating and drinking in remembrance of Jesus that is an act 
of humility and love. 

In order to illustrate how Christians are to serve one an- 
other in the performance of the most menial tasks, Jesus 
washed the feet of his disciples at the last Passover Supper. 
We would not argue for the practice of foot washing in our 
churches because it is not a custom in our Western culture. 
Doubtless it could have symbolic value. Yet it is doubtful 
whether Jesus was interested in instituting a symbol. He took 
a common service that was rendered by slaves for their masters 
to teach that his disciples should perform the service of slaves 
for one another and that among them the distinction between 
masters and slaves, rulers and ruled, rich and poor, should no 
longer prevail. There would be something artificial about in- 
troducing the pedilavium into our churches in the West. What 
Jesus requires is not symbols of our love for one another, but 
ethical acts of humility and love which will then be authentic 
signs that "the Son of man came not to be served but to serve, 
and to give his life as a ransom for many" (Matt. 20:28). 

The principle of foot washing as practiced in Eastern coun- 
tries may be retained in the Lord's Supper by Christians 
taking turns in waiting on tables and serving one another. It 
is significant that Luke locates Jesus' teaching on this point 
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among the discourses he delivered at the Last Supper. When 
a dispute arose among the disciples as to which one of them 
was to be regarded as the greatest or which were to be given 
the chief seats in his kingdom, Jesus said: “The kings of the 
Gentiles exercise lordship over them; and those in authority 
over them are called benefactors. But not so with you; rather 
let the greatest among you become as the youngest, and the 
leader as one who serves. For which is the greater, one who 
sits at table, or one who serves? Is it not the one who sits at 
table? But I am among you as one who serves" (Luke 22:24- 
27; cf. Matt. 20:20-28; Mark 10:35-45). The same lesson had 
been related earlier by Luke. When Jesus was invited to dine 
at the house of a ruler who belonged to the Pharisees and he 
noticed how those who were invited chose the places of honor, 
he said to them: “When you are invited by any one to a mar- 
tiage feast, do not sit down in a place of honor, lest a more 
eminent man than you be invited by him; and he who invited 
you both will come and say to you, “Give place to this man,’ 
and then you will begin with shame to take the lowest place. 
But when you are invited, go and sit in the lowest place, so 
that when your host comes he may say to you, ‘Friend, go up 
higher’; then you will be honored in the presence of all who 
sit at table with you. For every one who exalts himself will be 
humbled, and he who humbles himself will be exalted” (Luke 
14:7-11). Although this passage and the two following (Luke 
14:12-24) contain parables of an eschatological Messianic 
feast when “the host comes" and repayment is made “at the 
resurrection of the just" (Luke 14:14), yet surely they are de- 
scriptive of how Christ's disciples are required to "eat bread 
in the kingdom of God." They are to eat and drink in humility 
as each other's slaves and waiters. This is the order that is to 
prevail at the Lord's Supper. Christ's followers are not to eat 
like the Pharisees, who love “the best seat in the synagogues” 
(Luke 11:43) or the scribes, who love "the places of honor at 
feasts" (Luke 20:46). 
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__We have been speaking particularly of the Lord's Supper as 
an Agape meal, and about how it is an act of love. If the secret 
of all eating and drinking hasbeen. revealed in Jesus Christ 
through ihe Holy Spirit to the congregation, then the Lord’s 

Jes testifies that all eating and drinking is to be an act of 
love, of fellowship, of Vert one's daily bread, and of serving 
the least of Christ's brethren. If the order of the Lord's Sup- 
per is such that all distinctions of race, color, nationality, sex, 
and caste; of religion, culture, and education; of economic, 
social, and political status, are broken down; if it is a Table 
fellowship at which no one claims that any of the things which 
he possesses are his own and all are servants and slaves of one 
another, then the social and political implications of the 
Lord's Supper are incalculable. The Lord's Supper is, in fact, 
the ecclesiological basis of social ethics. In the light of the 
Agape meal must not a Christian be committed to democracy 
and socialism? The question is being warmly debated in Eu- 


rope. This much is certain: an economic and political system 
in which equal rights for all citizens are violated, in which the 


poor are exploited by the rich, and in which large groups are 
discriminated against and oppressed by reason of their color 
or religion, is in flagrant contradiction of the Lord's Supper. 
But the immediate question before us is whether the church 


| will be able to render the social and political witness it owes 


to the world without a radical reformation of its own doctrine 


| and practice of the Lord's Supper. 


ff C. An Act of H Iope: The Marriage Supper 


T 


Bree et 


^ has been Aihhal that cane and drinking i in remem- 
ees of Jesus is an act of faith and of love. It is at once a 
Eucharist and an Agape. Jesus is remembered and proclaimed 
by word and deed, by an act of thanksgiving and love. He is 
remembered as the one in. whom the kingdom of. God has 
come. He is remembered as the one through whom all things 


HOW MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 101 


were created and preserved and as the one in whom God has 
reconciled the world to himself. He is remembered as the 
Giver of food and drink and as the Bread of life. But eating 
and drinking is also an expectation and an anticipation of 


sim E tiene 


Jesus coming again. Eating : and drinking i in the expectation. of 


his coming is an act ofhope. |. 

Jesus came! He came as the fulfilment of Israel's hope in 
the promise of the Messiah (Luke 1:31-33, 54 f., 68-79; 2:29- 
32; John 1:41). “For all the promises of God find their Yes in 
him." (II Cor. 1:20.) Yet the fulfillment of the promise of the 
Messiah in the birth and life of Jesus was itself a promise and 
pledge of a future coming in his resurrection from the dead. 
He first came incognito—in a weakness and suffering that 
looked forward to the manifestation of the glory of the cruci- 
fied Messiah. He first had to suffer many things and be killed 
and on the third day be raised. Yet the fulfillment of the prom- 
ise that Jesus would come again in his resurrection was itself a 
promise that he would come again in the Holy Spirit to his 
church during the last days. His coming in the Spirit was the 
pledge, guarantee, and firstfruits of his coming again in glory 
at the final parousia. 

Jesus is coming! “Behold, I am coming soon.” (Rev. 3:11; 
22:7,12, 20. "The Lord is at hand.” (Phil. 4:5; cf. James 5:8 f.; 
I Peter 4:7; Rev. 1:3.) To which the congregation responds: 
“Amen. Come, Lord Jesus!” (Rev. 22:20) and “Maranatha”: 
"Our Lord, come!" (I Cor. 16:22). Eating and drinking is not 
hope, but it is done in hope when it awaits the imminent re- 
turn of Jesus. If the congregation does not hope that he will 
come soon, it does not hope. A deferred hope is a forlorn hope, 
a vain, disappointed, deluded hope. In the New Testament it 
is never hope in some remote future. Neither is it the expecta- 
tion of some dark, unknown future. The congregation hopes 
for a future which is Jesus Christ and which is therefore known 
and certain. It hopes in the coming of the Lord who has 
come. Therefore, it cannot hope without faith that is active 


jc din 
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in love; it cannot believe and love without hoping. Faith, love, 


_ and hope are three forms or modes of a human ethical activity: 


in response to and corresponding to him “who is and who was 


‚and who is to come” (Rev. 1:4, 8; 4:8; 11:17; 16:5), who is 


“the same yesterday and today and for ever" (Heb. 13:8). Eat- 
ing and drinking with Jesus is, therefore, at once a Eucharist, 
an Agape, and a Marriage Supper. The Lord's Supper is an es- ` 
chatological meal *until he comes." It is a Messianic feast of 
love and joy, eaten in faith in the kingdom that has come and 
in hope in the kingdom that is coming. It is "the marriage sup- 
per of the Lamb"; it celebrates “the marriage of the Lamb 
[who] has come, and his Bride [who] has made herself ready" 
(Rev. 19:7-9). 'The Bridegroom is coming to be united for- 
ever with his bride. But every time Jesus comes in the Spirit 
to eat with his congregation, the Lord's Supper is a blessed 
antepast, or foretaste. Therefore: “Blessed is he who shall eat 
bread in the kingdom of God" (Luke 14:15). “Blessed are 
those who are invited to the marriage supper of the Lamb.” 
(Reviil9:9.)28 

It is necessary to understand that the Jesus who is coming 
in the Spirit and who is coming in power and glory at the last 
day is none other than he who has come again in his resur- 
rection. As Karl Barth has expressed it: “The New Testament 
knows of . . . only one new coming of the One who came 
before, of only one manifestation of His effective presence in 
the world corresponding to His own unity as the One who 
came before. This does not exclude the fact that His new 
coming and therefore His manifestation in effective presence 
in the world takes place in different forms at the different 
times chosen and appointed by Himself and in the different 
relationships which He Himself has ordained.” !? The three 
forms of the parousia are the resurrection, the outpouring of 
the Spirit, and the final return of Jesus. Although these three 
forms must be carefully distinguished, they are forms of one 
and the same event. The Easter event is the first and basic 
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form in which the glory of the Word that becamé flesh ‚was 
manifested and was beheld. The outpouring of the Spirit is“ 
the coming of Jesus Christ in the last times which still remain. 
The parousia in the final stage is the universal, unambiguous 
and conclusive manifestation of Jesus as the redemption of 
the whole creation. Since Jesus unquestionably prophesied 
the manifestation of the kingdom of God with power and the 
coming of the Son of Man in his kingdom within the lifetime 
of those around him (Matt. 10:23; 16:28; 26:64), the resur- 
rection was the parousia. With special reference to John's 
Gospel we may also say that Jesus’ promise, “I will come 
again" (John 14:3, 18, 28) has been fulfilled and is ever and 
again fulfilled in the outpouring of the Spirit (John 14:16; 
15:26; 16:7). Finally, the coming of the Son of Man “as the 
lightning comes from'the east and shines as far as the west" 
(Matt. 24:27; Luke 17:24) so that all will see the glory of the 
Lord, is the parousia. us 

The kingdom of God has come and has been revealed to 
the apostles in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. In 
his death the end of the world has already taken place. *He 
has appeared once for all at the end of the age to put away 
sin by the sacrifice of himself.” (Heb. 9:26b.) He has “abol- 
ished death and brought life and immortality to light" (II 
Tim. 1:10). In his resurrection a new heaven and a new earth, 
a new creation, has emerged and has been manifested. Thus 
the present time of our world is really the “last days" or “the 
end of the times" (I Peter 1:20; I John 2:18; Jude 18; II Tim. 
3:1; II Peter 3:3; James 5:3; Heb. 1:2; Acts 2:17). They are the 
“last days" in that the history of Israel, and also world history, 
have reached their goal in the death of Jesus, and they are the 
‘last days" in that “the form [schema; lit., the present ap- 
pearance] of this world is passing away" (I Cor. 7:31; cf. I 
Peter 4:7; I John 2:17), rushing toward the final and uni- 
versal manifestation of a new time and a new creation. As 
theologians have put it: the clock has stopped, but the pendu- 
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lum still swings. The war is over and peace has been declared, 
but there are still skirmishes where soldiers have not yet heard. 
the news. Wars, famines, earthquakes, and pestilence are but 
the death rattles of a dying world. Our world, whether it 
knows it or not, is living on borrowed time. And those who 
have become partakers of the Holy Spirit "have tasted 
["taste," NEB] the powers of the age to come" (Heb. 6:4 f.). 

In the light of the threefold form of the parousia, in the 
light of the kingdom that has come, now is, and is to come, 
let us seek to understand eating and drinking as an act of 
hope, and therefore, as "the marriage supper of the Lamb." 
Jesus is the Bridegroom who in everlasting faithfulness to the 
promises of God came to fulfill the one marriage covenant. 
of grace God made with man. When the Word became flesh, 
God, in the person of his Son, chose to bind himself to man 
and man to himself irrevocably and indissolubly. The incar- 
nation of the Son of God is the marriage, the union of God 
and man; and the resurrection of Jesus Christ was the mani- 
festation, the pronouncement and publication of that mar- 
riage. In and with the election of man in Jesus Christ, there 
is the special election of the one people of Cod to be his 
holy bride that she may bear witness among the Gentile. 
nations to God's covenant of grace with all men (Ex. 34:15; 
Deut. 31:16; Ps. 73:27; Isa. 54:5; Jer.i3:14:131: 3115; Ezek), 
ch. 16; Hos. 2:19 ff.) ?* According to the witness of the Old 
‘Testament, Israel was a faithless and adulterous bride. But 
God remained a faithful husband. ‘Though he punished Israel 
for playing the harlot, he vowed: “I will betroth you to me 
for ever; I will betroth you to me in righteousness and in 
justice, in steadfast love, and in mercy. I will betroth you to- 
me. in faithfulness; and you shall know the Loro” (Hos. 
2:19 f.). Indeed, he promised through the prophet Jeremiah 
that he would make a new covenant with the house of Israel 
and the house of Judah. The covenant that "I will be your 
God and you shall be my people" is not to be abrogated. But 


HOW MEN MAY EAT AND DRINK WITH JESUS 105 


the covenant will be new in that Israel will be faithful as 
God is faithful. “I will put my law within them, and I*will 
write it upon their hearts. . . . And no longer shall each man 
teach his neighbor and each his brother, saying, 'Know the 
Lorp, for they shall all know me, from the least of them to 
the greatest." Moreover, the newness of the covenant will 
consist in the fact that God “will forgive their iniquity” (Jer. 
31:31-34). | 

According to the New Testament the fulfillment of the new 
covenant, or marriage, occurred in "the last days" with the 
coming of Israel's Messiah and the outpouring of the Spirit 
(Acts 2:17-21; Rom. 2:14 £; II Cor. 3:3, 6-18). According 
to Matt. 9:14-17 (and par.), the Bridegroom has come and 
therefore Jesus and his disciples, in contrast to the disciples 
of John and the Pharisees, do not fast. “Can the wedding 
guests mourn while the bridegroom is with them?" ‘Thus the 
meals Jesus ate with publicans and sinners and with his disci- 
ples, including the feedings of the multitudes, were secretly 
wedding feasts celebrating the marriage of the Lamb. They 
were messianic meals in fulfillment of the feasts foretold by 
the prophets. (Cf. esp. Isa. 25:6-9; 55:1-5; 65:13.)?! But 
these meals were anticipations and promises of the messianic 
meals at which the risen Christ would come again and eat 
with his disciples in the kingdom of God (Acts 10:41). But 
hrst the days must come when the bridegroom is taken away 
from them and then they will fast. The Bridegroom must 
first give himself up for his bride, that “he might sanctify her, 
having cleansed her by the washing of water with the word, 
that he might present the church to himself in splendor, with- 
out spot or wrinkle or any such thing, that she might be holy 
and without blemish” (Eph. 5:25-27). The post-Easter meals 
were fulfillments of the promise Jesus made at the last Pass- 
over Supper that he would not drink of the fruit of the vine 
until that day when he would drink it new with his disciples 
in his Father's kingdom (Matt. 26:29; Luke 22:16, 18, 30). 
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These post-Easter meals were in turn promises that after his 
ascension Jesus would ever and again come in the Spirit to 
eat and drink with his followers during the last times. 

The Lord’s Supper is truly “the marriage supper of the 
Lamb.” For as often as the congregation eats this bread and 
drinks this cup it proclaims the Lord’s death and therefore 
the new covenant, the new marriage, in the blood of the 
Lamb (I Cor. 11:25 f.). But again the Lord's Supper is a 
promise and foretaste of the final appearing of the Bride- 
groom in glory. Then the saints will celebrate the marriage 
of the Lamb "face to face." Then they will see what now they 
can only believe, namely, that in Jesus the kingdom has come, 
the new covenant has been fulfilled, the marriage consum- 
mated, and that he himself is the food of eternal life. 

If the time of this world is the "last time" between Christ's 
resurrection and final parousia—the three and a half times, 
or forty-two months, of the Apocalypse—then all men eat and 
drink in the “last time," whether they know it or not. Once 
again we cannot make an absolute distinction between the 
Lord's Supper and meals eaten by unbelievers. If "the crea- 
tion waits with eager longing for the revealing of the sons of 
God," and if “we know that the whole creation has been 
groaning in travail together until now; and not only the cre- 
ation, but we ourselves, who have the first fruits of the Spirit, 
groan inwardly as we wait for adoption as sons, the redemp- 
tion of our bodies” (Rom. 8:19, 22 f.), then all men eat and 
drink with eager longing for the marriage supper of the Bride- 
groom and his bride, when “the creation will be set free from 
its bondage to decay." To be sure, the world does not know 
about the great transformation of all history and the cosmos 
that has taken place in the death and resurrection of Jesus 
Christ. It does not know about “the revelation of the mystery 
which was kept secret for long ages but is now disclosed and 
through the prophetic writings is made known to all na- 
tions" (Rom. 16:25f.). Though the hope of the world is 
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the hope of Israel and the church, the world does not have 
a “living hope”; it eats and drinks as “having no hope and 
without God in the world” (Eph. 2:12). The function of the 
church is to announce: “Come, for all is now ready,” and to 
invite all men, Jews and Gentiles, to come to the wedding 
feast of the Lord—to a meal of thanksgiving and repentance, 
of love and hope. 

According to the Synoptic meal-parables of the wedding 
feast given for the king’s son (Matt. 22:1-10) and the great 
feast (Luke 14:16-24), the invitation was first extended to 
“the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matt. 10:5f.). But 
“they all alike began to make excuses” (Luke 14:18). Then 
the king or the householder was angry, and told his servants 
to go to the thoroughfares and to invite to the marriage feast 
as many as they could find. “For I tell you, none of those men 
who were invited shall taste my banquet" (Luke 14:24). The 
parables agree with Pauls teaching in Rom., chs. 9 to 11, 
namely, that through Israel's trespass and stumbling “salva- 
tion has come to the Gentiles" (cf. Acts 13:46-48; 18:5 £; 
28:23-29). Now the church has also become Christ's bride 
Ue CoEblc2: eBph?i5e2 ZU REVIH19:7: 8719 9:22:60; 22: 1733 but 
only in virtue of having been grafted into the true olive tree 
by faith (Rom. 11:17 ff.) and having become "fellow citizens 
with the saints and members of the household of God" (Eph. 
2:19). The Lord's Supper is the fulfillment of the words: 
“Many will come from east and west and sit at table with 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven, while 
the sons of the kingdom will be thrown into the outer dark- 
ness; there men will weep and gnash their teeth" (Matt. 
8:11 f.; cf. Luke 13:28-30). 

Nevertheless, the terrible judgment that has fallen upon 
Israel as a whole, its exclusion from the marriage supper, is 
not final and absolute. In the first place Paul teaches that "a 
hardening has come upon part of Israel" (Rom. 11:25) and 
that "at the present time there is a remnant, chosen by grace" 
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(Rom. 11:5). Paul saw in the fact that he himself was an 
Israelite a proof that God has not rejected his people whom 
he foreknew (Rom. 11:1 f.). Moreover, he magnified his 
ministry to the Gentiles in order to make his fellow Jews 
jealous, "and thus save some of them” (Rom. 11:13 f.). 
Secondly, the New ‘Testament teaches that the judgment 
upon Israel as a whole will last only “until the times of the 
Gentiles are fulfilled” (Luke 21:24) and “the full number 
of the Gentiles come in.” Then “all Israel will be saved” 
(Rom. 11:25-26). Thus when the congregation sits down 
at the marriage supper of the Lamb it knows (or ought to 
know) that its feast is imperfect, not with respect to the 
presence of the Bridegroom in its midst, but with respect to 
the absence of the guests who were first invited. So it sings: 


Let Zion’s time of favor come; 

O bring the tribes of Israel home; 
And let our wondering eyes behold 
Gentiles and Jews in Jesus’ fold.?3 


Then shall Israel, long dispersed, 
Mourning seek the Lord their God, 
Look on him whom once they pierced, 
Own and kiss the chastening rod.?* 


The fact that we Gentiles have been invited to the mar- 
riage supper of the Lamb, and have actually eaten and drunk 
in the presence of the Lord, is no certain guarantee that we 
will be accounted the true guests either during this "last 
time" or at his final parousia. There is a highly critical pas- 
sage in Luke 13:22-30, where it is written: "Then you will 
begin to say, ‘We ate and drank in your presence, and you 
taught in our streets.’ But he will say, ‘I tell you, I do not 
know where you come from; depart from me, all you workers 
of iniquity!’ " Doubtless the reference is to unbelieving Jews. 
But it is also applicable to pseudo Christian Gentiles. Did 
not Paul warn: “You stand fast only through faith. . . . For 
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if God did not spare the natural branches, neither will he 
spare you” (Rom. 11:20f.)? According to Rev. 19:7f., the 
Bride who made herself ready for the marriage of the Lamb is 
the Bride to whom “ ‘it was granted . . . to be clothed with 
fine linen, bright and pure'—for the fine linen is the righteous 
deeds of the saints." According to Matt. 22:11-14, when the 
king looked at the guests and saw a man without a wedding 
garment, that man was cast into outer darkness. “For many 
are called but few are chosen"; that is, many will be invited 
to the wedding feast, but only a few will live and act as those 
who are the elect of God and Christians. We have seen that 
such was the case in the Corinthian congregation: many were 
eating and drinking judgment upon themselves by their self- 
righteousness and lovelessness. 

Matthew, ch. 25, contains three parables, all of which are 
related to the wedding feast and all of which put to the con- 
gregation the critical question whether its present existence 
in the interim time has really been spent in expectation of 
the imminent return of the Bridegroom. For the Judge who 
is standing at the doors (James 5:9) is coming and “will 
bring to light the things now hidden in darkness and will dis- 
close the purposes of the heart" (I Cor. 4:5) so that "each 
one may receive good or evil, according to what he has done 
in the body" (II Cor. 5:10). The last parable, that of the 
sheep and the goats, which we have already considered, asks 
whether its eating and drinking has been an act of love for 
the least of Christ's brethren. The second parable, that of 
the talents, asks whether the church has been a missionary 
church, whether it has been diligent, according to the measure 
of grace granted to it, in sharing the gospel of the kingdom 
with others. However, unless we are mistaken, the first par- 
able, that of the wise and foolish maidens, raises the basic and 
crucial question. The answer to it determines whether the 
church is able to give a right answer to the questions raised 
by the parable of the talents and by the parable of the sheep 
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and the goats concerning its faith and love. The question is 
really about the oil. Will the virgins have a supply of oil for 
their lamps when they go out to meet the Bridegroom when 
he suddenly appears? If the lamps stand for the congrega- 
tion's witness by word and deed, by its faith and love, then 
the oil represents the Holy Spirit, without which the congre- 
gation cannot believe, love, and hope. Does it know that the 
Spirit is absolutely indispensable for its existence in the in- 
terim period? Is it walking according to the Spirit and in the 
Spirit (Rom. 8:4; Gal. 5:16, 25)? Does it know that it can 
hope to participate in the marriage supper of the Lamb only if 
it lives by “the promise of the Spirit” (Gal. 3:14; Eph. 1:13)? 
The “promise of the Spirit" may be understood in two ways: 
the Spirit is promised, and the Spirit promises.?5 

l. Jesus has promised to give the Spirit. He is the Giver of 
the water of life. ‘The congregation hopes in Jesus’ promise of 
the Spirit, without which it cannot believe, love, and hope in 
Jesus, and without which its eating and drinking cannot be a 
Eucharist or an Agape or a Marriage Supper, and therefore 
cannot be in remembrance of Jesus. It is a confident hope. For 
if we, being evil, know how to give good gifts to our children, 
how much more will the heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit 
to those who ask him? If we ask, seek, and knock, it will be 
opened to us (Luke 11:9-13; Matt. 7:7-12). 

The church believes that Jesus has kept his promise and 
that time and again throughout its history since Pentecost 
it has received the Spirit. But it knows that it has had the 
Spirit only as the "poor in spirit" who hunger and thirst. 
The church never comes to possess, control, or dispose of the 
Spirit. It cannot dispense the Spirit. The Spirit is free: it 
blows when and where it wills. As the congregation gathers 
around the table, it fervently prays: “Come, Holy Spirit." It 
goes from one meal to the next in anticipation of the Spirit. 

2. The Spirit promises. He does not come empty-handed. 
What the Spirit promises is the manifestation and knowledge 
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of the crucified and risen Lord, of the reconciliation and re; 
demption of the world, of the Lord in whom God's name 1s 
hallowed, his kingdom has come and will come, his will has 
been done and will be done on earth as it is in heaven. The 
Spirit promises Jesus. “He who has an ear, let him hear what 
the Spirit says to the churches," that Jesus is coming soon 
(Rev. 3:13, 11). Jesus was not deluded about his imminent 
return, and the Spirit does not delude or disappoint those 
who wait for him. Jesus' coming is not delayed or postponed; 
he is at hand. “Behold, I stand at the door and knock; if any 
one hears my voice and opens the door, I will come in to him 
and eat with him, and he with me." (Rev. 3:20.) If the 
servants of the Master are awake and waiting for him, and 
open to him at once when he comes and knocks, he will “have 
them sit at table, and he will come and serve them" (Luke 
12:35-40). This is the hope in which the congregation as- 
sembles: that the same Jesus who suffered, died, and rose 
again will come through closed doors and will stand among 
them and say to them: “Peace be with you" (John 20:19). 
Paul can go so far as to say that "the Lord is the Spirit," that 
is, the mode of Christ's presence by which he manifests him- 
self to us is the Spirit. "And where the Spirit of the Lord is, 
there is freedom"—freedom to behold the glory of the Lord 
and, in beholding his glory, to be "changed into his likeness"; 
that is, to begin to believe, love, and hope in the likeness of 
Jesus' trust, love, and hope in his heavenly Father. 

As Jesus comes again as the Giver of the water of life, so 
he comes as the Giver of food and drink. As the congregation 
gives thanks for Jesus in whom and through whom it has 
been given all food and drink, so it prays that through Jesus 
Christ it will receive its daily bread. It hopes in the coming 
of Jesus as the Host who furnishes his ‘Table, nay more, that 
he will come as the true diakonos, the unseen waiter who will 
serve them. In reality, eating and drinking is an act of hope 
when it is the prayer: “Give us this day our daily bread." 
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When the congregation puts its trust and confidence in Jesus 
it is not deceived or disappointed. It is not despondent, dis- 
heartened, or despairing. It is not anxious or worried about the 
morrow. Unlike Gentile unbelievers, who do not know that 
Jesus is coming soon, the congregation does not fretfully 
ask: “What shall we eat? Or what shall we drink? Or what 
shall we wear”? 

We are thinking of the passages in Matt. 6:25-34 and 
Luke 12:22-31. It is important to consider the context in 
which Jesus uttered these words. In Luke's Gospel they are 
immediately preceded by the parable of the rich landowner 
who was never satished, and whose business had so expanded 
that he had to pull down his barns and build bigger ones in 
which to store his grain and possessions. In Matthew's Gos- 
pel they are preceded bv the warning not to lay up treasures 
on earth where moth and rust consume and thieves break 
in and steal, and by the assertion that it is impossible to 
serve God and Mammon. In each case Jesus says: “There- 
fore," that is, because you are so rich, “do not be anxious.” 
Jesus points out that the tendency to anxiety lies not so much 
with the poor as with the rich who have made doubly and 
triply sure that they have security in order to be free of 
financial worries?9 Anxiety increases as riches increase. This 
truth applies not only to individuals but to nations and to 
the great power blocs in East and West. The greater the 
power, the greater the anxiety and fear. And anxiety dictates 
that the high standard of living attained must be maintained 
at all costs and by any means, even by atomic bombs. This 
is the reason why our Western world, especially the United 
States, has been obsessed by fear and anxiety. It is because 
we are the rich landowner among the underprivileged peoples 
of the world, because we have laid up enormous fortunes on 
, earth where thieves—the Communists—could break in and 
\steal. The tyranny of anxiety is broken only where Jesus is 
known as the Lord and men hope in the coming of his. 
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kingdom and righteousness. Then all those things for which 
Gentile unbelievers seek—food, drink, and clothing—shall be 
added unto them. For “your heavenly Father knows that you 
need them all.” 

Those who hope in the coming of Jesus do not need to lay 
up treasures on earth nor do they need to hoard their daily 
bread, as the children of Israel hoarded the manna in the 
wilderness. Nor will they waste their substance in riotous 
living. Still less will they resort to violence in order to protect 
or to increase their possessions. They will not behave as did 
that wicked servant who said to himself, "My master is 
delayed," and who began to beat up his fellow servants, and 
to eat and drink with the drunken (Matt. 24:48 f.). Where 
there is no hope there is no love. Inhumanity and violence 
in the world are in proportion to its hopelessness. Yet the 
world may hear: “Behold, the judge is standing at the doors" 
(James 5:9). The Master is coming, at an hour when he is 
not expected, to establish a measure of justice, freedom, and 
peace. He will punish the wicked servants and succor the op- 
pressed.. (Cf. James 5:1-11.) Luke adds the thought that 
the punishment will be more severe for a church which knew 
about the "Master's will" but neither proclaimed the hope 
of his coming nor lived according to it (Luke 12:45 ff.). 

The prayer for daily bread is a prayer for food for the 
physical body, and it includes a prayer that Jesus will come 
bringing a little justice, freedom, and peace for our as yet 
unredeemed world. It includes a prayer for rulers and all 
those in authority who are also Christ's ministers. A spiritualiz- 
ing of the meaning of bread is to be rejected, as though Jesus 
were not concerned about the things of the body, as if he 
does not hasten to come to right the wrongs in society, or as 
if it were unworthy of his followers to be concerned about 
food and drink and about those who are exploited and op- 
pressed. Yet modern scholarship is surely right when it de- 
clares that the fourth petition of the Lord's Prayer is at one 
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and the same time a prayer for earthly bread to meet the 
hunger and need of the present day and also for the future 
bread in the eschatological kingdom.?” That bread is the 
bread of eternal life, of which earthly bread is but a sign. 
That bread is received by faith even now in the “last times” 
between the kingdom that has come in Christ’s resurrection 
and its final manifestation. The prayer for bread for the mor- 
row is therefore a prayer that Jesus will one day come in such 
a way that we will be able to see what now we can only be- 
lieve, namely, that he is the Bread of eternal life. He who 
hopes in the coming of Jesus is not anxious about his im- 
pending death. Did not Jesus say, “Which of you by being 
anxious can add one cubit to his span of life?” It is folly for 
an individual or for a people to worry about how long they 
are going to live. No matter how much one frets, life will not 
be prolonged one day. As Martin Luther King once said, it 
is not a matter of how long we live, but how we have lived; 
that is, whether in the span of life allotted to us we have 
sought first the kingdom and its righteousness in all our pri- 
vate and public affairs. The fear of death is removed from 
us in faith and hope in Christ who has come and comes 
again as the bread of eternal life. | 

What we have been trying to say is that all our personal 
and collective hopes as individuals, as a church, as various so- 
cial groups, as a nation, indeed, as a family of nations, are 
embraced in the hope of the coming of Jesus. All penultimate 
and ultimate hopes are in Jesus. He is our hope, the hope of 
Israel and the hope of the world. The ultimate hope, upon 
which all penultimate hopes are grounded, is, of course, that 
one day Jesus will come in such a way that the tremendous 
transformation of all things that has occurred in his death and 
has been revealed only in his resurrection will be manifested 
in the life of all men and all creation. As the congregation 
eats and-drinks in hope, it is conscious of the tension between 
the "already" and the “not yet." It has been “born anew to 
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a living hope through the resurrection of Jesus Christ from 
the dead” (I Peter 1:3). But it is conscious of the contradic- 
tion between hope and sight, between what we are in Christ 
and what we are in ourselves. “It does not yet appear what 
we shall be, but we know that when he appears we shall be 
like him” (I John 3:2). Now our life “is hid with Christ in 
God. When Christ who is our life appears, then [we] also 
will appear with him in glory" (Col. 3:3 f.). 

Apart from inklings of it in little deeds of faith, love, and 
hope, the great transformation is almost completely invisible 
in the world. Mankind—Christians included—continues to 
sin, suffer, and die. There are still wars and rumors of wars, 
earthquakes, famine, and pestilence. Jesus has overcome the 
world, but in the world we still have tribulation (John 16:33). 
What oppresses us and all men is not the lack or absence 
of the power of the resurrection of Jesus but the fact that this 
power is not evident and therefore is apparently absent, and 
the fact that the reconciliation and redemption of the world 
can be observed and experienced only in the living Jesus 
Christ himself (Barth). The good news of the triumphant 
death of Jesus is proclaimed despite the contradiction of all 
empirical evidence. 

Thus the congregation is well aware that the Lord's Sup- 
per is but a foretaste and pledge of the marriage feast of the 
Lamb on a new earth and under a new heaven in which 
tighteousness dwells. It hopes for the fulfillment of Jesus’ 
promise: “I will raise him up at the last day" (John 6:39, 40, 
44, 54). Then we will see and be what now we only believe, 
namely, that Jesus is the food of eternal life and that we 
have already passed from death unto life. But when we try 
to describe the marriage feast at the final parousia we stutter 
and stammer in the brokenness of our thoughts, words, and 
deeds. How can we, who live in the middle, speak about the 
Beginning and the End, the Alpha and the Omega, except in 
the language of fantasy and myth? It is no accident that the 
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opening chapters of Genesis and the entire book of Revela- 
tion are cast in the most mythical language of the Bible. Not 
that the creation and the consummation are unhistorical; they 
are the pure acts of God which the church has stammeringly 
confessed to be creatio ex nihilo. Freely acknowledging that 
we need not less but more mythology, we can do no better 
than to avail ourselves of the language of the last chapters of 
the Bible. 

According to the witness of John, the marriage supper in 
its final form will take place in “the holy city, new Jerusalem, 
coming down out of heaven from God, prepared as a bride 
adorned for her husband” (Rev. 21:2). It will be a city in 
which the power of evil, which threatened the first creation, 
will be no more. The sea will be no more. Moreover, “noth- 
ing unclean shall enter it, nor anyone who practices abomina- 
tion or falsehood" (Rev. 21:27; cf. chs. 20:10, 14; 21:8; 
22:18). The contradiction of sin, suffering, and death will 
be unequivocally removed: “Death shall be no more, neither 
shall there be mourning nor crying nor pain any more, for 
the former things have passed away" (Rev. 21:4). The city 
will “have no need of sun or moon to shine upon it, for the 
glory of God is its light, and its lamp is the Lamb" (Rev. 
21:23; cf. chs. 21:25; 22:5). There will be no succession of 
day and night, no recurring seedtime and harvest, no slaughter 
of animals, no economic and military struggle for food. Then 
the only food will be the fruit of "the tree of life" which is 
the Lamb, and the only drink will be of "the river of the 
water of life, bright as crystal, flowing from the throne of 
God and the Lamb" (Rev. 22:1 f.)—the Spirit of the Father 
and the Son.?® Indeed, in the city there will be no temple, 
"for its temple is the Lord God the Almighty and the Lamb" 
(Rev. 21:22). There will be no need for eating and drinking in 
remembrance of Jesus, no need to proclaim his death by word 
and deed, no need for faith and repentance. For the servants 
of the Lamb "shall worship him; they shall see his face" 
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(Rev. 22:3f.). Meanwhile, being strangers, exiles, and pil- 
grims on earth, we “see through a glass darkly.” Hence we 
look “forward to the city which has foundations, whose 
builder and maker is God” (Heb. 11:10, 13-16; 13:14; I Peter 
2:11). 


We have concluded our ethical and Biblical inquiry. We 
have sought an answer to three questions: Why, what, and 


how may and must men eat and drink with Jesus? We now 


summarize the answer we have received. Jesus Christ is the 
Giver of food and drink, the Bread of life, and the Giver of 
the water of life. In him the commandment to eat and drink 
has been fulfilled. He has come and will come again to be 
present with all men, and his preserving, reconciling, and 
saving presence is revealed to his congregation through the 
Holy Spirit. Therefore the Lord's Supper, as Eucharist, Agape, 
and Marriage Supper, is a sign and proclamation that all men 
may and must eat and drink with Jesus in faith, Iove, and 
ese! cert il À 
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A\ppendix |. 


WHETHER JESUS IS 
EATEN IN THE LORD'S SUPPER 


In his essay on “The Meaning of the Lord’s Supper in Primitive 
Christianity,” 1 Oscar Cullmann, following Hans Lietzmann,? has 
shown that thé earliest Christian liturgies have no reference to 
eating Jesus in the Lord’s Supper. The ancient Egyptian liturgy, 
of which the model may be found in Serapion, and which may be 
traced back to the Didache or “Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” 

and so to the most ancient Christian liturgy we possess, has no 
reference to the so-called words of institution, or to the body and 
blood of Christ, but only to “the Holy Vine of David thy servant." 


. The prayers refer to the return of the Lord and to the fellowship 


of those assembled for the meal. The notion that the Eucharist is 
a means of grace is also absent from the Didache.* In complete 
contrast is the liturgy of St. Hippolytus, which is “dominated by 
the idea of the death of Christ and is above all inspired by the 
Words of Institution as these are found in St. Paul and in the 
Synoptists." 5 If the date of the “Apostolic Tradition" was within 
a year or two either way of A.D. 215, as Gregory Dix believes, then 
from that date we have the earliest sacramental HER of the 
Eucharist. 

The sacramental understanding of the Eucharist begins earlier, 
with Ignatius of Antioch (d. about 117). For him it is a means of 
union with Christ; and it is a true participation in the blessings of 
Christ. He speaks of breaking "one Bread which is the medicine 
of immortality and the antidote against death enabling us to live 
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forever in Jesus Christ." 6 “If any one is not inside the sanctu- 
ary, he lacks God's bread." * “Be careful, then, to observe a sin- 
gle Eucharist. For there is one flesh of our Lord, Jesus Christ, 
and one cup of his blood that makes us one, and one altar, just 
as there is one bishop along with the presbytery and the dea- 
cons." § The reference to the "altar" is the first suggestion that 
the Eucharist is a sacrifice. “They [the Docetists] hold aloof 
from the Eucharist and from services of prayer, because they 
refuse to admit that the Eucharist is the flesh of our Saviour 
Jesus Christ, which suffered for our sins and which, in his good- 
ness, the Father raised." ? From these passages it is evident that 
for Ignatius the Eucharist was a cultic meal in which the flesh 
of Christ is present and eaten, and which, as such, is a means of 
union with Christ and of participation in the fruits of his death 
and resurrection. Moreover, in Ignatius we find the first appli- 
cation of "mysteries" to the Eucharist: “Those too who are 
deacons of Jesus Christ's ‘mysteries’ must give complete satis- 
faction to everyone. For they do not serve mere food and drink 
but minister to God's Church." 19 

In his First Apology, written about a.D. 155, „Justin Martyr ar 
an account of the Eucharist.!! We quote in full Sec. 66, 
which Justin gives his understanding of the meaning of the 
rite: 


This food we call Eucharist, of which no one is allowed to 
partake except one who believes that the things we teach are 
true, and has received the washing for forgiveness of sins and 
for rebirth, and who lives as Christ handed down to us. For 
we do not receive these things as common bread or common 
drink; but as Jesus Christ our Saviour being incarnate by 
God's word took flesh and blood for our salvation, so also we 
have been taught that the food consecrated by the word of 
prayer which comes from him, from which our flesh and blood 
are nourished by transformation, is the flesh and blood of that 
incarnate Jesus. l'or the apostles in the memoirs composed by 
them, which are called Gospels, thus handed down what was 
commanded them: that Jesus, taking bread and having given 
thanks, said, “Do this for my memorial, this is my body"; and 
likewise taking the cup and giving thanks he said, “This is my 
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blood"; and gave it to them alone. This also the wicked demons 
in imitation handed down as something to be done in the 
mysteries of Mithra; for bread and a cup of water are brought 
out in their secret rites of initiation, with certain invocations 
which you either know or can learn. 


Certain points are to be noted: 

1. The conditions for partaking of the Eucharist are not faith 
in and love for Christ but (a) belief "that the things we teach 
are true"; (b) baptism; and (c) living according to principles 
handed down to us by Christ. 

2. A distinction is made between common bread and drink and, 
by implication, the holy, sacramental bread and drink. No such 
distinction is found in the New Testament; on the contrary, “noth- 
ing is unclean of itself." 

3. An analogy is drawn "between the assumption of flesh and 
blood by Jesus Christ in the Incarnation and the consecration of 
bread and wine, which possess the ordinary properties of nutrition 
(kata metabolen refers to the assimilation of the food by diges- 
tion), so that they become the flesh and blood of Christ." 1? 


4. The incarnation occurs “through the word of God”; ordinary | 


bread and drink become “the flesh and blood of that incarnate 
Jesus” through being “consecrated [literally "eucharistized," that 
is, blessed by the prayer of thanksgiving] by the word of prayer 


which comes from him." The reference is undoubtedly to Jesus' | 


RC e E RR 


taking bread and the cup and giving thanks and blessing it at ' 


the Last Supper, though some scholars hold that it refers to his 
words, “This is my body; this is my blood.” In either case Justin 
evidently believed that Jesus’ words were not just a proclamation 
and a thanksgiving but that by the repetition of his words a 
miraculous change was effected whereby ordinary food and drink 
became the flesh and blood of the Jesus who was made flesh. 
Whereas in the Didache the Eucharist is a “thank offering" and 
consists of a service of prayer and praise in which the blessings of 
creation and redemption are commemorated, the term “Eucharist” 
is here applied to the consecrated food which is identified with 
the flesh and blood of Jesus. 

5. Authority for the repetition of this act of consecration is 
said to come from the apostles in their Gospels who thus handed 
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down what was commanded them, “Do this in remembrance of 
me.” The Lucan and Pauline command to eat and drink in 
remembrance of Jesus Christ, that is, of what he did in his incar- 
nation, death, and resurrection, is changed to mean a command 
to change bread and drink into the body and blood of Christ by 
the word of thanksgiving. 

6. Finally, Justin recognizes an “imitation” between (a) the 
command of Jesus and that of the “wicked demons"; (b) be- 
tween the handing down (“the tradition") of the apostles in the 
Gospels and the handing down of something to be done in the 
mysteries of Mithra, and (c) between the Eucharist and the bread 
and cup of water in the secret rites of initiation of Mithra. Ap- 
parently for Justin a significant difference between the Christian 
and the pagan rites is the fact that Jesus gave the command to “do 
this in remembrance of me" to the apostles alone. When he 
states that the mysteries of Mithra were done in imitation of the 
Christian Eucharist, the suggestion is that the Eucharist was 
historically prior to the mysteries. 

From the time of Ignatius and Justin Martyr there has persisted 
down to the present a belief in the mysterium or sacramentum of 
repeatedly eating and drinking Christ's body and blood. The 
belief has been held by the main branches of Christendom— 
Eastern Orthodox, Roman Catholic, Lutheran, Reformed, and 
Episcopalian. Although there has been considerable disagreement 
as to how Christ is present in the Lord's Supper and how he is 
eaten, whether more realistically or more symbolically and spirit- 
ually, all have been in agreement that Christ is present and is 
somehow eaten. It will not be our task here to trace the develop- 
ment of the doctrine in the first five centuries through Irenaeus, 
Tertullian, and Cyprian, in the Alexandrian school of Origen and 
Clement, through the realistic conception of the Eucharist in the 
Eastern church fathers which passed to the West through Ambrose 
who, significantly, entitled one of his treatises The Mysteries. 

It has been contended that Augustine presented a figurative or 
symbolic view of the sacraments “which delayed for some cen- 
turies the complete acceptance in the West of the Ambrosian 
view." This contention is based to a large extent upon Augustine's 
famous definition of a sacrament as “visible signs of divine 
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things,” 13 and upon the distinction he made between the sac- 
ramentum (the outward part) and the res (the inward part) and 
between the sacrament and the “virtue” of the sacrament.!* There 
is also his statement that “the word is added to the element and 
it becomes a sacrament, as if it itself [were] also a visible word." 15 
It is true that Augustine could speak of Christ delivering to the 
disciples the “figure” (figuram) or "sign" (signum) of his body 
and blood,!$ and could maintain that the sign must be carefully 
distinguished from that which it signifies: “It is not that which 
is seen that feeds, but that which is believed." 17 “Believe, and 
you have eaten." 18 On the other hand, it would be a mistake to 
think that for Augustine the sacraments were bare signs. Although 
he strongly emphasized the necessity of faith and the spirituality 
of the gift, he certainly held to a spiritual presence of Christ in 
the sacraments and to a spiritual eating and drinking of his body 
and blood. Indeed, in places he gives a realistic interpretation. In 
his Enarrations on the Twenty-third Psalm he wrote: "Christ was 
carried in his hands, when in giving His own body, he said, “This 
is my body.’ For he carried that body in his hands." 19 “When 
he gave his own body and his own blood, he took in his hands what 
the faithful know; and in a certain manner he carried himself, 
when he said, “This is my body.’ " 20 Elsewhere we read: “Not all 
bread, but that bread which receives the blessing of Christ, be- 
comes the body of Christ." 21 As if anticipating the debate between 
the Lutherans and the Reformed, Augustine appears to side with 
the former when he insists that “the identification of the elements 
with the body and blood of Christ is so complete that even the 
wicked recipients of the Sacrament receive Christ's body and 
blood as really, though with different effects, as those who partake 
of the Sacrament worthily." ?? Thus in his book against the Dona- 
tists, On Baptism, he says that “it is the body and blood of the 
Lord no less in the case of those of whom the Apostle said, “Who 
eats unworthily eats and drinks judgment to himself.’ ” 23 Sim- 
ilarly in one of his sermons he states that there are two ways of 
“eating that flesh and drinking that blood," one of which leads to 
the recipient abiding in Christ and Christ in him, the other of 
which leads to judgment.?* 

Whether one attributes to Augustine a symbolical or realistic 
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interpretation of the Eucharist, or a combination of both, his 
great contribution lay in clarifying the church’s sacramental under- 
standing of itself and of baptism and the Lord’s Supper as it 
developed in the first four centuries, and of offering an analysis 
which became authoritative for Western Christendom down to 
the present. Although Roman Catholic, Lutheran, and Reformed 
churchmen could disagree about the mode of Christ’s presence in 
the elements, all could agree with Augustine’s definition of the 
sacrament as a visible sign of an invisible grace. All could agree 


| that Christ's body and blood are somehow given in the sacrament 


| and that somehow they are eaten and drunk. All could agree with 
| Augustine's uses of the words consecratio, benedictio, and sancti- 
ficare to denote that act of consecration by which the elements of 


bread and wine become a sacrament and a means of grace.?5 But 
there was one outstanding exception: Huldreich Zwingli! 

Alone among the Reformers, and like a voice crying in the 
wilderness, Zwingli raised his voice against the answer which, since 
Ignatius and Justin Martyr, had been given to the question whether 
Jesus is eaten in the Lord's Supper. Alone among the Reformers 
he took the trouble to investigate the meaning of the word “sacra- 
ment." Alone among the Reformers he saw clearly that a sacra- 
ment is not a means of grace.?6 Zwingli deserves a better hearing 
than he has had. | 

For Zwingli the one means of grace was the once-and-for-all 
sacrifice of Christ to be believed through the power of the Holy 
Spirit. It was a position which he consistently maintained in all 


-his writings from the adoption of his Sixty-seven Articles at the 


First Zurich Disputation in January, 1523, until he composed A 
Short and Clear Exposition of the Christian Faith shortly before 
his death on October 11, 1531. It is spelled out in some detail in 
his Commentary on True and False Religion, published in March, 
1525. Zwingli found three meanings of the word “sacrament.” (1) 
“Sacrament” is a pledge which litigants deposited at some altar, 
and the winner later got back his pledge or money. (2) “Sacra- 
ment” is an oath. (3) There is a “military sacrament,” by which 
soldiers are bound to obey their general. Zwingli recognized that 
the Latin translation of the New Testament has sacramentum for 
mystery. But he explained that “the word does not express that, 
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nor do I know any Latin word which really gives the meaning of 
mystérion, because arcanum (“secret”) has a wider application 
than mystérion, and sacrum (“sacred’’) is of a somewhat narrower 
scope.” 27 Although Zwingli did not seem to know that “sacra- 
ment” came to have the meaning of mystérion, derived not from 
the New Testament but from the Hellenistic Mystery religions, 
that is, the re-presentation of the cultic deity and a means of 
grace, he did see that “a sacrament is nothing else than an initia- 
tory ceremony of pledging. . . . When this has been accom- 
plished, the person initiated is bound to perform for the ofhce, 
order, or institution to which he has devoted himself what the 
institution or office demands. A sacrament, therefore, since 1t can- 
not be anything more than an initiation or public inauguration, 
cannot have any power to free the conscience. That can be freed 
by God alone." ?8 Nor can the sacraments have any cleansing 
power.?9 They do not create or strengthen faith.?9 Faith does not 
occur when they are performed, for the Holy Spirit, by which 
faith is quickened, can be given before or after baptism?! “The 
sacraments are, then, signs or ceremonies . . . by which a man 
proves to the Chürch that he either aims to be or is, a soldier of 
„Christ, and which inform the whole Church rather than yourself 
“of your faith. For if your faith is not so perfect as not to need a 
‘ceremonial sign to confirm it, it is not faith. For faith is that by 
which we rely on the mercy of God unwaveringly, firmly, and 
singleheartedly." ?? 

In his treatise Of Baptism, published on May 27, 1525, Zwingli 
wrote: “In our native tongue [that is, in common usage] the word 
["^sacrament"] suggests something that has power to take away sin 
and to make us holy. But this is a serious perversion. For only 
Jesus Christ and no external thing can take away the sins of us 
Christians and make us holy. . . . The word sacrament means a 
Covenant sign or pledge. . . . The man who receives the mark of 
baptism is the one who is resolved to hear what God says to him, 
to learn the divine precepts and to live his life in accordance with 
them. And the man who in the remembrance or Supper gives 
thanks to God in the congregation testifies to the fact that from 
the very heart he rejoices in the death of Christ and thanks him 
for it." 33 In “An Account of the Faith of Huldreich Zwingli sub- 
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mitted to the German Emperor Charles V at the Diet of Augs- 
burg" (July 3, 1530) he reiterated his stand. “I believe, indeed 
I know, that all the sacraments are so far from conferring grace 
that they do not even convey or dispense it. . . . For as grace 
comes from or is given by the Divine Spirit . . . so this gift per- 
tains to the Spirit alone. Moreover, a channel or vehicle is not 
necessary to the Spirit.” 34 “If he [a man] is prepared by the Spirit 
for the reception of grace, I ask whether this be done through the 
sacraments as a channel or independent of the sacraments? If the 
sacraments mediate, man is prepared by the sacrament for the 
sacrament, and thus there will be a process ad infinitum; for sac- 
rament will be required as a preparation for a sacrament. If we be 
prepared without the sacrament for the reception of sacramental 
grace, the Spirit is present in his goodness before the sacrament, 
and hence grace has been shown and is present before the sac- 
rament is administered. From this it follows . . . that the sacra- 
ments are given as public testimony of that grace which is pre- 
viously present to every individual." 35 

After Zwingli had submitted to the emperor the account of his 
faith, John Eck, who defended the Roman Catholic position at 
the Diet of Augsburg, wrote a “Refutation of the Articles of 
Zwingli." 39 To this Zwingli published a “Letter of Huldreich 
Zwingli to the Most Illustrious Princes of Germany Assembled at 
Augsburg, Regarding the Insults of Eck," August 27, 1530. In this 
particular work we detect a slight shift in Zwingli's thinking. Dis- 
cussing the doctrine of the early church fathers he asserted: “I 
have never denied that Christ's body is present in the Supper 
sacramentally and mysteriously.” 37 However, he immediately ex- 
plains that “it belongs to faith that the things are or become 
present, and not to the sacraments. . . . Hence it is apparent 
that the sacraments cannot justify nor give grace, for we know no 
other justification than that of faith.” 38 “That which is symbol- 
ized by the sacraments is at hand before we use the sacraments. 
. . . The sacraments simply make confession of, bear witness to, 
and call into use what we have before." 39 Yet Zwingli could talk 
about bread, being blessed by the word and prayer, being con- 
verted into Christ's “sacramental body." 4 He could grant that 
Christ's body is eaten “mysteriously” or “sacramentally” but not 
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“physically.” “My opponents say the material and substantial body 
is offered, I say the sacramental. . . . Did Christ offer his body to 
be eaten materially and physically or spiritually? If they say 
‘spiritually,’ they withdraw from their opinion and come over to 
mine.” #1 *[ have long been saying that the body of Christ is in 
the Supper to the eye of faith" 42—-which, in fact, Zwingli had not 
been saying in all of his previous writings. “Thus, I say, do I un- 
derstand the highly figurative and hyperbolic language regarding 
the Eucharist. And, as I have often borne witness, I can easily put 
up with all expressions of this kind, provided we do not go on to 
understand physically the thing said of spiritual partaking.” *? 
Zwingli's meaning here is not entirely clear. Did he mean that 
as we eat and drink bread and wine we spiritually eat and drink 
the body and blood of Christ? Or did he mean that as we eat and 
drink bread and wine we do so as a testimony to a spiritual eating 
and drinking that is faith that Christ has been slain for us? In the 
light of all that he had written we must assume the latter. More- 
over, in his A Short and Clear Exposition of the Christian Faith 
(written in July, 1531—he met his death on October 11—and 
published by Bullinger in February, 1536), Zwingli clarified what 
he meant by sacramental eating. “If I may put it more precisely, 
to eat the body of Christ sacramentally is to eat the body of 
Christ with the heart and the mind in conjunction with the 
sacrament.” 44 “The sacraments do give faith, but only historical 
faith (an acceptance of the historical truth of the events pro- 
claimed). All celebrations, monuments and statues give historical 
faith, that is, they remind us of some event, refreshing the mem- 
ory like the feast of the passover amongst the Hebrews or the 
remission of debts at Athens or it may be they commemorate some 
victory like the stone at Ebenezer. . . . But only to the faithful 
and pious does it [the Lord’s Supper] testify that Christ suffered 
for us. For it is only those who have been taught inwardly by the 
Spirit to know the mystery of the divine goodness who can know 
and confess that Christ suffered for us: it is they alone who receive 
Christ. For no one comes to Christ except the Father draw him. 
. . . It is quite impossible that the Supper should give faith: for 
faith must be present before we come.” 45 We conclude, therefore, 
that Zwingli, alone among the Reformers, saw clearly that a sac- 
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rament is not a means of grace or even of faith; it is an ethical 
response to Cod's one justifying and saving work i in the death of ^ 
Christ and to the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. | 

This is not to deny that there are serious gaps and weaknesses 
in Zwingli's doctrine of the Eucharist. In his anxiety to prove that 
the body and blood of Christ are not eaten and drunk in the 
Eucharist he advanced a questionable Christology to the effect 
that the humanity of Jesus is in heaven at the right hand of God 
the Father and that He is present in his divinity inasmuch as 
God is present everywhere. The Lutherans rightly rejected Zwing- 
li’s separation of the two natures in Christ. Yet consistent with 
his basic definition of a sacrament Zwingli never advanced the 
theory that Christ in his divinity is present in, with, and under 
bread and wine, so that to this extent they would become holy or 
divine bread and wine and thus a means of saving grace. Zwingli 
failed to show that Jesus Christ in both his humanity and divinity 
is particularly present through the Spirit where two or three are 
gathered together in his name and generally present to all men. 
He did not make plain how Christians in particular and all men 
in general may eat and drink with Jesus.46 Moreover, Zwingli 
failed to draw out the ethical implications of his own nonsac- 
ramental view of the Eucharist. He stressed that it is an act of 
thanksgiving and praise, but he did not show that it 1s also an act 
of love and of hope. 

Yet in spite of these shortcomings he saw the crucial issue in 
a way that Calvin never did, namely, that the once-and-for-all- 
sacrifice of Christ is the one means of saving grace, and that there- 
fore the sacraments cannot even be a cognitive or spiritual means 
of grace. Indeed, Calvin's much lauded effort to find a via media 
between the Lutheran and Zwinglian positions only served to be- 
cloud the central issue and had the effect of postponing the 
recovery of an ethical interpretation of the Lord's Supper. We 
concur with Karl Barth's observation: “When we read what the 
Confess. Helv. Post. [published thirty-five years after Zwingli’s 
death] has to say about the sacraments in general and baptism in 
particular, we should never suspect, if we did not already know, 
that its author Heinrich Bullinger was Zwingli’s immediate suc- 
cessor. This work is wholly influenced by the dominant Reformed 
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tradition of Calvin, so much so that in the doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper there is even a strange attempt at assimilation to the 
Roman Catholic doctrine of a change in the elements.” 47 

But how is one to account for the triumph of sacramentalism in 
the early and medieval church which, in spite of Zwingli’s protest, 
was not overcome at the Reformation? A plausible explanation of 
the rise of sacramentalism was offered by the religionsgeschichtliche 
Schule or the study of comparative religions in the first quarter of 
the present century. This school made an intensive study of the 
Greek Mystery cults and drew comparisons between them and 
Christianity. It was hoped that by discovering the relationships 
between the Christian and pagan mysteries it would be possible 
to establish the contribution made by the Mystery cults to the 
genesis of Christianity, or at least to its development in the first 
centuries of the church. At first Richard Reitzenstein, a leading 
exponent of the school, held that the Iranian redemption mystery 
provided the original source material of Christian doctrine. Later 
he contended that the source is to be found in the supposedly 
pre-Christian cult of the Mandaeans.48 Hugo Rahner has observed 
that Wilhelm Bousset, in the second edition of his work Kyrios 
Christos (1921),4® argued that “all the mystery cults of later 
antiquity . . . had one feature in common, In their mystical and 
liturgical action they sought to imitate the dying and rising cult 
god and so partake in the power he could effectively exercise in the 
next world, and this was also the fundamental character of the 
Christian doctrine of sacrament and redemption." 5° Bousset saw 
in the cultic imitation of the dying and rising god that is common 
to all the mysteries “the spiritual atmosphere that surrounds Paul's 
dying and rising in Christ." In Rahner's judgment, Alfred Loisy 
was even more radical. For Loisy “the ‘myth’ of Christianity is the 
great drama of world redemption through Christ, which Paul, 
under the influence of the god-man myths of his time, read into 
the simple Gospel story of Jesus. The ‘rite’ of Christianity, how- 
ever, is the smaller drama of the mystical initiation of the in- 
dividual." 54 ! 

Understandably there were scholars who were opposed to the 
radical thesis of those who claimed that there is a genetic relation- 
ship or one of historical causality between the Hellenistic Mystery 
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religions and Christianity in general and the Christian sacraments 
in particular. F. Cumont®? and C. Clemen,53 as well as others, 
warned against equating the Hellenistic mysteries with the Chris- 
tian sacraments or deriving the sacraments from the mysteries. 
Rahner refers to the work done by the monks of Maria Laach 
under the leadership of Dom Odo Casel on the so-called "Mystery 
doctrine" (Mysterienlehre). While unequivocally rejecting all 
theories of genetic derivation, it saw “a kind of common ground 
of the ‘cult eidos’ of the mystery which served as a kind of im- 
perfect and shadowy prefiguration of the reality which was brought 
by God to its final fulfilment in the mystery of Christ. This eidos 

. is the 'cultic presence of the redemptive act' constantly 
renewed in mystery. Each time the mystic rite is accomplished, 
the redeeming action of Cod dead and risen again is ever effec- 
tively renewed for the worshiping community, independently of 
any consideration of time and space." 54 Still other scholars took 
the position that although there are analogies and parallels be- 
tween the Mystery religions and their rites on the one hand, and 
Christianity and its sacraments on the other, and although Chris- 
tianity may have adopted the thought forms of the Mystery 
religions in order to make the unique event of the death and resur- 
rection of Jesus Christ understandable, they differ essentially in 
content. F. Lang,5® for example, argues that the main difference 
between Christianity and the Mystery religions consists in the fact 
that the gods of the Mystery religions are mythical figures which 
in the last analysis represent a timeless, natural process, while the 
apostles proclaim a once-and-for-all historical person as the Lord 
and Redeemer whom God has raised from the dead. Moreover, in 
the Mystery religions it is not a matter of the forgiveness of sins 
and resurrection in the Biblical sense, but primarily of participa- 
tion in immortality. In the Mystery religions the new life is 
mediated through a sacramental act of deification, whereas the 
New Testament emphasizes the moral realization of new life 
through the obedience of faith. 

There is no doubt that we have to think further in the direc- 
tion Lang has indicated. At the outset it has to be seen that Jesus 
Christ in his death and resurrection is not a myth or the person- 
ification of a timeless myth. He is not the embodiment of the 
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principle of dying and rising again. He is the once-and-for-all event 
in history in which the fallen and mortal nature of men was as- 
sumed by the Son of God and radically transformed: justified, 
sanctified, and glorified. There is indeed an identification of human 
nature with the Son of God who dies on the cross and was raised 
from the dead. But this identification occurred once and for all 
in the hypostatic union—in the history of the birth, life, death, 
and resurrection of the Son of God as man. Moreover, it occurred 
once and for all times. That is to say, what occurred then is 
present and valid for all men now, inasmuch as Jesus Christ is 
the same yesterday, today, and tomorrow. It is the unique histo- 
ricity of God's work of salvation in Jesus Christ which precludes 
the possibility of repeated identifications of men with Christ's 
dying and rising through cultric rites and sacraments. 

Unfortunately, as we have shown above, the early church fa- 
thers lost sight of the unique historicity of the saving event in 
Jesus Christ and interpreted. Baptism and the Lord's Supper 
analogously to the cultic rites of the Mystery religions. In marked 
contrast to the New Testament they explicitly referred to Baptism 
and the Lord's Supper as “mysteries” and the Latin fathers tran- 
slated mystérion by sacramentum. 

In the Gospels the term mystérion is used by Jesus only with 
reference to the purpose of the parables: “To you has been given 
the secret of the kingdom of God, but for those outside everything 
is in parables" (Mark 4:11; cf. Matt. 15:11; Luke 8:10). Par- 
abolic teaching serves to conceal the mystery of the reign of God 
—a mystery disclosed to the disciples but not to others. The 
mystery has to do with the fact of the coming of the kingdom 
which is identical with Jesus himself as the Messiah. Likewise for 
Paul, Christ is the mystérion of God (Col. 1:27; 2:2; 4:3). He is 
the “secret and hidden wisdom of God . . . decreed before the 
ages for our glorification” (I Cor. 2:7) which the apostle pro- 
claims (I Cor. 2:1). As G. Bornkamm observes, in the section in 
I Cor. 2:6-16 Paul is combating a mystery gnösis with the sophia 
of God, which is the divine will to save fulfilled in the crucifixion 
of Jesus (I Cor. 1:24) and which is “a stumbling block to Jews and 
folly to Gentiles" (I Cor. 1:23). It is a wisdom which is hid from 
“the rulers of this age" and which “God has revealed to us through 
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the Spirit" (I Cor. 2:8, 10). According to the letter to the Ephe- 
sians the mystery of the will of God to unite all things in heaven 
and on earth in Christ is set forth in Christ as a plan (Eph. 1:9 f.) 
—which plan is “the plan of the mystery hidden for ages in God 
who created all things" (Eph. 3:9), "the mystery hidden for 
ages and generations but now made manifest to his saints" (Col. 
1:26). According to Eph. 3:4 ff., the mystery of Christ is revealed 
and made known to the prophets and apostles and consists in the 
fact that Gentiles are made fellow heirs with the Jews, and mem- 
bers of one body through the cross (cf. Eph. 2:11-22; Rom., chs. 
9 to 11). And according to Eph. 5:21-33 the mystery that is 
prefigured in Gen. 2:24 is the relation of Christ and his church. 

Elsewhere in the New Testament mention is made of the 
mysterium iniquitatis (II Thess. 2:7; Rev. 17:5, 7). These are 
anti-God and anti-Christian powers. But their mystery is to be 
seen strictly in relation to and in subordination to the power of 
God. The mystery of lawlessness is at work now but it is restrained 
by Christ, who will reveal it and destroy it at his appearing. The 
mystery of the harlot Babylon is revealed by God to “his servant 
John” by an angel and “the Lamb will conquer, for he is Lord of 
lords and King of kings." The mystery of iniquity is its subjection 
to Christ and its provisional and transitory existence. 

Never in the New Testament is mystérion used in connection 
with Baptism and the Lord's Supper. Never is it used in reference 
to a secret discipline. Never is there any warning against profan- 
ing the mysteries. Never is it used in connection with a supposed 
consecration or blessing of water, bread, or wine. 

Günther Bornkamm sums up the teaching of the New Testa- 
ment as follows: 


In sum, uvo77jptov is a rare expression in the N.T. which betrays 
no relation to the mystery cults. Where there seem to be con- 
nections (e.g. in sacramental passages), the term is not used; 
where it is used there are no such connections. In spite of certain 
analogies, there are thus serious objections against bringing Jesus 
or Paul under the category of The Mystagogue.59 


Karl Barth puts the matter more pointedly: 
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One thing is clear: the New Testament speaks of “mystery” 
in the singular or in the plural exclusively with reference to 
God's action and revealing in history, but not with reference 
to human reactions corresponding to it. The iorıs, of whose 
mystery I Tim. 3:9 speaks, is obviously the fides quae and not 
‘the fides qua creditur, and the case is similar with the kvornpiov 
TS evoeßetas in I Tim. 3:16. Faith as a human work is never 
called a “mystery,” nor the obedience of Christians, their love, 
their hope, etc. Nor are the existence and function of the ex- 
KAnota, its proclamation of the Gospel or of its tradition as 
such. Nor are Baptism and the Lord's Supper so called.5? 


We have already seen that in the early church, mystérion be- 
came a fixed term for the sacraments. Although Justin Martyr 
and Tertullian inveigh against the pagan mysteries as devilish 
imitations of the Christian sacraments, it is clear that the same 
basic idea is seen in both, even if the content is different. “‘As the 
pagan mysteries actualize the destinies and acts of their gods in 
sacred actions, and thus give participants a share in them, so in 
the symbolical ritual of the Christian sacraments (always having 
the sense of a signum efficax) there takes place a cultic repetition 
and re-presentation of the historically unrepeatable redeeming act 
of Christ” (Bornkamm). By cultic celebration of the mysteries 


believers are taken up into the event of redemption and where 


Christ carries out the sacramental action Christ is present. 

In the Latin Bible, mystérion was translated by sacramentum: 
Since sacramentum originally referred to a soldier's oath, the ques- 
tion has arisen how it could become a translation of mysterion. 
Bornkamm explains that the possibility is created by both the 
Latin and the Greek terms. Taking an oath has originally the 
character of an initiation and has an occultum sacrum. On the 
other hand, the mystery rites of initiation often entailed an oath. 
At any rate, "in Christian theological language 'sacrament' in- 
variably acquired—not from the New Testament but from the 
language of Greek, Hellenistic mystery religion—the meaning of 
mystérion, that is, the representation of a cultic deity and a means 
of grace" (Barth). 

Even if the New Testament nowhere speaks of the Lord's Sup- 
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per as a sacrament or mystery, are there not exegetical grounds for 
believing that Jesus is somehow eaten and that the Supper is a 
means of grace and faith? In seeking an answer to this question 
we should note first of all that in the accounts of the post-Easter 
meals which Jesus took with his disciples in Luke 24:28-35, 36- 
43; John 21:9-15; and Acts 10:40—42, there is not so much as a 
hint that Jesus is eaten and his blood drunk. Nor is there any 
indication whatever that Jesus himself is eaten in the meals he 
took with his disciples, with the Pharisees, publicans, and tax 
collectors, and with Mary and Martha, and in the feedings of 
the multitudes before his death. In John's Gospel the changing of 
the water into wine at the wedding at Cana and the feeding of 
the multitude are called "signs" (John 2:11; 6:14, 26). But there 
is no suggestion that Jesus is eaten and his blood drunk in or 
with the signs. If, as scholars maintain, the Synoptic Gospels, and 
especially John, were written after Jesus' resurrection to give a 
theological interpretation of his person and work, it is surprising 
that they did not give this sacramental interpretation of the meals 
Jesus took with men before and after his resurrection. The evi- 
dence for a sacramental eating of Jesus in the New Testament is 
admittedly very meager. Lietzmann, Cullmann, and others freely 
concede that the predominant witness of the primitive church is 
to an eating and drinking "with Jesus." But they hold that an- 
other "type of Eucharist," in which Jesus is eaten, may be attrib- 
uted to Paul and to the Synoptic accounts of the Last (Passover) 
Supper. | 

As far as Paul is concerned, it should be observed that the 
apostle does not give a thematic presentation of the Lord’s Sup- 
per. He deals with it in passing as he corrects an abuse that had 
arisen in the Corinthian congregation. He deals with it in connec- 
tion with ethical teachings and injunctions. Paul is concerned with 
the order or orderings of the assemblies of the congregation in a 
long section of his first epistle to the Corinthians—I Cor. 11:2 to 
14:40. He deals with an improper eating and drinking of the 
bread and cup of the Lord (I Cor. 11:17-34) in the midst of in- 
structions concerning the veiling of women in assemblies (ch. 
11:2-16), the diversity of gifts and ministries of the one Spirit 
(ch. 12), love, without which all gifts and ministries are worthless 
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(ch. 13), and the place of prophecy and speaking in tongues in 
the church gathering (ch. 14). The purpose and the conclusion of 
the whole section is that “all things should be done decently and 
in order” (ch. 14:40), “for God is not a God of confusion but of 
peace” (ch. 14:33). It is a matter, therefore, of the ethical re- 
sponse of the congregation, of its public service of Jesus Christ. 
The entire first fourteen chapters are written from the standpoint 
of the centrality of the resurrection of the dead in Jesus Christ in 
I Cor., ch. 15. The resurrection of Jesus Christ is the foundation 
of the church (ch. 15:1-11) and it is that without which all 
preaching and all faith are vain (ch. 15:12-34). It is the sine qua 
non of all gatherings of Christians together and of all that they do 
in their meetings, including their eating and drinking together. 
The risen, present Lord is the presupposition, not the effect or 
result of their eating and drinking. Moreover, what is done in 
Christian assemblies, including eating and drinking, must be done 
in a way that corresponds to and reflects the tremendous central 
event of all history, namely, the raising of the crucified Christ 
from the dead. In view of the resurrection it is unthinkable that 
Paul would advance a doctrine of the Lord’s Supper in which 
Jesus would be made present or re-presented. Of course, “if 
Christ has not been raised,” it would be necessary to invent sacra- 
ments that would recall a dead Savior and would communicate 
the benefits of his body and blood. But as “the breaking of bread” 
in Acts 2:42-47 presupposed the resurrection of Jesus Christ and 
the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, so the Lord’s Supper in I Cor., 
ch. 11, presupposed the resurrection in ch. 15 and the gift of the 
Spirit in ch. 12. 

Therefore, when Paul reminded the Corinthians that “the Lord 
Jesus on the night when he was betrayed took bread . . . and 
said, “This is my body which is for you [or, broken for you], ” the 
meaning cannot be that in, with, and under the bread Christ’s 
body is either realistically or spiritually eaten. When he took the 
cup and said, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood,” the 
meaning cannot be that in, with, and under wine, Christ’s blood 
is either realistically or spiritually drunk. Paul himself gives the 
correct interpretation when he explains that it is an action that is 
in remembrance of Jesus and is a proclamation of his death. 
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In order to determine what was eaten at the Last Supper as re- 
corded in Matt. 26:26-29, Mark 14:22-25, and Luke 22:15-20, 
27—30, we should perhaps decide whether the Last Supper was a 
Passover or the Lord's Supper or both. If it were the Lord's Supper 
as observed in The Acts of the Apostles and in I Corinthians, it 
would have been an ordinary meal consisting of all kinds of food 
and drink, including bread and wine. If, however, it was a Pass- 
over meal, it consisted of hors d'oeuvres of green herbs, bitter 
herbs, and fruit sauce (haroseth), a mixture of dried fruits, spices, 
and vinegar, then unleavened bread and wine, and the main dish 
of roast lamb.58 Although E. Schweizer believes that "the argu- 
ments against a Passover Meal seem more persuasive" and that 
theologically the question appears to be unimportant,5® and al- 
though R. Fuller® and D. M. MacKinnon*! conclude that a final 
decision is impossible, J. Jeremias, M. Barth and A. J. B. Higgins 
provide conclusive evidence, we believe, that the Last Supper was 
a Passover meal. We do not propose to review all the evidence 
here. 

Exegetically of greatest importance are the instructions Jesus 
gave for the preparation for the Passover meal (Matt. 26:17-19; 
Mark 14:12-16; Luke 22:7-13), especially the words of Peter and 
John to the householder: “The Teacher says to you, Where is the 
guest room, where I am to eat the passover with my disciples?" 
(Luke 22:11) and Jesus’ words: “I have earnestly desired to eat 
this passover with you before I suffer" (Luke 22:15). Theologi- 
cally important is the fact that Jesus was "born under the law, to 
redeem those who were under the law" (Gal. 4:4-5) and had 
come not to abolish the law but to fulfill it (Matt. 5:17-19). 
Accordingly, we find it strange that Jeremias should argue that 
Jesus’ first vow of abstinence “can only have come before the be- 
ginning of the meal, and the second immediately following, at 
the passing of the first cup. At the Last Supper, therefore, Jesus 
neither ate of the passover Lamb nor drank of the wine; probably 
he fasted completely." € On the contrary, the simple meaning 
seems to be that Jesus declared that after this Passover Meal he 
would not eat it again “until it is fulfilled in the kingdom of God" 
(Luke 22:16), “until the kingdom of God comes" (Luke 22:18). 
If Jesus had had no intention of eating the Passover, why had he 
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said that he would “eat the passover with my disciples"? The fact 
is that Jesus fulfilled the law of Moses to the last iota, and then in 
his death did away with the Passover “by abolishing in his flesh 
the law of commandments and ordinances" (Eph. 2:15). 

If the Last Supper was a Passover meal—the last Passover meal 
—and if Jesus ate it, then what he ate and drank was the food 
and drink described above. When, therefore, he “took bread" and 
"took a cup" and said: “This is my body" and “This is my blood,” 
the meaning cannot be that he ate and drank himself. His eating 
and drinking the Passover can only be a figurative and anticipatory 
eating and drinking of the Passover Lamb, not in the Lord's Sup- 
per but in the crucifixion of Jesus Christ by men. Jesus Christ 
himself is the Passover Lamb (I Cor. 5:7; John 1:29, 36; I Peter 
1:19; Rev. 13:8; 5:6 f£; 7:9 f., 14; 12:11; 14:4). Even if we as- 
sume that Jesus abstained from eating and drinking, it cannot be 
maintained that the disciples ate and drank Christ's body and 
blood in and with bread, wine, and roast lamb before his death, 
before the lamb of God had been sacrificed. Moreover, after he 
had been sacrificed once and for all, the Lord's Supper could not 
be a repetition or extension of his sacrifice, of eating and drink- 
ing his flesh and blood. Concerning the meaning of Jesus’ words, 
“This is my body" and “This is my blood,” surely A. J. B. Higgins 
gives a correct interpretation when he writes: 


The disciples at the Last Supper are not to be regarded as eat- 
ing (symbolically) the flesh of Christ in partaking of the bread 
and as drinking his blood in taking the wine, but as remember- 
ing his sacrificial act. The real significance of the Passover lambs 
was that they represented the efficacious death of the lambs in 
Egypt—whether they were regarded as having effected atone- 
ment or solely deliverance of the Israelite households from the 
destroyer—but they possessed no efficacy themselves. In the 
same way the bread and the wine of the Eucharist represent 
the atoning sacrifice of Christ as the true paschal lamb without 
themselves possessing any inherent efficacy. . . . Both at the 
Passover and at the Eucharist the sacrificial death is presup- 
posed and is no part of the actual meal. The Eucharist is there- 
. fore a proclamation and a remembrance of what has taken 
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place—or rather of what God has done—just like the Passover. 
What is to be emphasized is not the eucharistic elements them- 
selves, but the sacrificial act they call to mind.® 


Although at the Last Supper the body and blood of Jesus were 
not eaten and drunk, it was a proleptic eating and drinking in re- 
membrance of Jesus as if the Lamb of God had already been sacri- 
ficed. This is the probable explanation of Paul's addition of the 
words: “Do this in remembrance of me” and “As often as you eat 
this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord's death until 
he comes," and of the long text of Luke, in which are found the 
words: “Do this in remembrance of me" and “This cup which is 
poured out for you is the new covenant in my blood." 64 

It may be recalled that Cullmann has argued that the joyous 
"breaking of bread" by the first Christians in Acts is to be traced 
back to the resurrection meals with Jesus, whereas the Pauline 
doctrine of eating and drinking Jesus is to be traced back to the 
Last Supper and to the sad and mournful thoughts associated with 
his death. But this line of argumentation falls to the ground once 
it is recognized that the Last Supper, as a Passover meal, was itself 
a joyful meal. It celebrated the salvation of the firstborn from the 
avenging angel through the blood of the lamb sprinkled on the 
doorposts and the deliverance out of Egypt. The Passover meal 
was a joyous occasion because it was a thanksgiving meal. It cele- 
brated not only something that had happened in the past but was 
a present reality. “One did not think of the lamb and its death 
but of the saving event for which the lamb, the bitter herbs and 
the unleavened bread were signs" (M. Barth). The Passover meal 
was not a dramatic presentation of the way in which the lamb had 
been slaughtered; it was an acknowledgment of God's gracious act 
of redemption. The fact that the disciples sang a hymn at the 
conclusion of the meal (Mark 14:26; Matt. 26:30) and that wine 
was used—“wine to gladden the heart of man" (Ps. 104:15)— 
are proofs that it was a festive occasion. True, the occasion was 
marred by the intimation of Judas’ betrayal, by the agonizing 
question, “Is it I?" and by Jesus’ announcement of his impending 
death. But the very fact that these things occurred in the context 
of the death of the Passover Lamb by which their sin and death 
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would be overcome, is proof that the dominant note was one of 
joy. The death of Jesus was a triumphant death—the death of 
death! Actually the Passover was a pre-Easter Easter meal. It pre- 
figured Christ's victorious death. We conclude, therefore, that 
there are not "two types of Eucharist" in the New Testament, but 


: one joyous feast of thanksgiving, love, and hope in a remembrance 


and proclamation of Jesus. 

Nevertheless, there is one single passage in the New Testament 
in which it is explicitly stated that the flesh and blood of Jesus 
must be eaten and drunk if men are to have life: John 6:51-58. 
The crucial question is whether this passage refers to a sacramental 
eating and drinking of the flesh and blood of Jesus, as most com- 
mentators (but not all!) contend. Because of its cruciality, the 
passage deserves careful reconsideration.® 

The theme of the entire sixth chapter of John’s Gospel is the 
bread of life. An analysis of the structure of the chapter reveals 
the following: (1) Verses 1-14 give the account of the feeding 
of the five thousand, in which Jesus, who is himself the true 
Bread, is manifested as the Giver of earthly food. (2) Verses 
15-32 deal with the misunderstanding of the sign and of Jesus as 
the bread of life. (3) Verses 33-47 treat of the descent of the 
bread of life from heaven and of faith in him. This section is un- 
questionably the unifying center of the whole chapter. It is ex- 
panded in vs. 48-60 to show that (4) the bread of life is the flesh 
of the Son of God delivered up to death at the hands of men for 
the life of the world and to record the consequent unbelief of the 
Jews and the disciples. (5) Verses 61-62 speak of the ascension 
of the bread of life and the possibility of offense. Finally, (6), 
vs. 63-71 deal with the Spirit and the words of eternal life con- 
cerning the bread of life and with the ensuing offense and faith. 
Taken together, the six sections are concerned with a twofold 
movement: the descent of the Father's Son in the form of man 
into the depths of death, and the ascent of the Son of man to 
heaven, whence he had come. In this twofold movement and in 
the unity of the Son of God and Son of man, Jesus Christ is the 
one bread of life for the world in which men are called to believe. 
The one coherent and unified theme of John, ch. 6, is the pre- 
existent, incarnate, crucified, and ascended Jesus who is at once 
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the Giver of earthly bread and the bread of life itself. With the 
possible exception of vs. 63-71 concerning the Spirit and the 
words of life, the chapter is exclusively Christological. 

In his commentary The Gospel According to John, Raymond 
E. Brown enumerates the following theories that have been pro- 
pounded concerning the structure of John 6:35-58: 


(a) The whole discourse (vs. 35-58) refers to the revelation 
by and in Jesus or his teaching. This "sapiential" interpreta- 
tion of 35-58 is championed by Godet, B. Weiss, Bornhäuser, 
Odeberg, Schlatter, Strathmann. (b) Only the first part of the 
discourse (35-50 or 35-51) has this theme, but in 51-58 the 
bread refers to the eucharistic flesh of Jesus. This half-and-half 
view has attracted Lagrange, E. Schweizer, Ménoud, Mollat, 
Mussner, Bultmann (the views of Dodd and Barrett also seem 
to imply two successive themes in the discourse). Many of 
these would regard 51-59 as a later addition. (c) The whole 
discourse (35—58) refers to eucharistic bread. Different shades 
of this view are supported by Loisy, Tobac, Buzy, Cullmann, 
Van den Busche. (d) The bread refers to both revelation and 
the eucharistic flesh of Jesus. Leon-Dufour sees these themes 
running through the discourse (35-58). Our view . . . sees 
the two themes in the first part of the discourse (35-50) which 
refers primarily to revelation but secondarily to the Eucharist, 
the second part (51—58) refers only to the Eucharist. 


The chief objection to all these theories is the failure to recog- 
nize that Jesus Christ himself—in his unique person and work— 
is the one bread of life and that this one bread of life is the theme 
of the whole discourse of John 6:35-58. It is true that there are 
two sections in this discourse: (a) vs. 35-50 and (b) vs. 51-58. 
But it is overlooked that the passage about eating and drinking 
the flesh and blood is bracketed by the claim in v. 48 that “I am 
the bread of life" and by the assertion in v. 58 that “this is the 
bread which came down from heaven." The second of these sec- 
tions explains how Jesus Christ is the bread of life of the world: 
he is the bread of life because he gives the flesh he has assumed 
as a sacrifice on the cross for the life of the world. The above 
theories suggest that the only flesh Jesus has 1s eucharistic flesh, 
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flesh given and received in the Eucharist. This would mean that 
when the Word became flesh (John 1:14), it became eucharistic 
flesh. 

Brown argues for the “sapiential theme” in John 6:35-50 on 
the ground that the “bread of life” in this part of the discourse 
refers primarily to revelation in and by Jesus. It is true that the 
section deals with faith in Jesus Christ (vs. 35, 36, 40, 47) or of 
coming to him, which is a synonym for faith (vs. 35, 37, 44, 45). 
But bread is not a symbol for revelation and revelation is not the 
theme of the whole discourse. The symbol for revelation in John’s 
Gospel is "light." To be sure, “the life was the light of men” 
(John 1:4). Jesus Christ is at once the work of salvation and the 
word of revelation. He reveals what he does and does what he 
reveals. But in John, ch. 6, the main emphasis is upon faith in the 
saving, life-giving work of Jesus. Brown also believes that “there 
is respectable evidence for holding that there is a secondary, eu- 
charistic reference in 35—50, and this reference will become pri- 
mary in 51-58. 66 

Let us note what Brown and others have done here. The cor- 
relate of revelation is said to be the Eucharist. Jesus is said to be 
the revelation as the bread of life. He is the life and the bread of 
life, not in himself, but only as his flesh and blood are eaten and 
drunk in the Eucharist. But revelation-Eucharist is an impossible 
correlation. It confuses Christology and ecclesiology. The correct 
correlation is revelation-salvation, light-life, word-work—both in 
Jesus Christ himself and in him alone—in his death and resur- 
rection. Jesus is at once the light and the life of the world, quite 
apart from any preaching of the gospel through Word and sign, 
quite apart from the gift of food and drink, and quite apart from 
any eating and drinking. Whatever may be the form and content 
of the Lord’s Supper, it is by no means on the same level as God’s 
once-and-for-all word and work, revelation and salvation in the 
death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. 

“I am the bread of life." (John 6:35,48,51.) But what is the 
bread which, according to John, Jesus claims to be? It is obviously 
not created, earthly bread, bread from below, which is the fruit of 
the earth and for which men labor (v. 27). It is not food such as 
Jesus distributed to the multitude from the five loaves and two 
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fishes (vs. 9-11). Nor is it created heavenly bread such as the 
manna which the fathers ate in the wilderness—for they still 
died (vs. 31, 49). Finally, the bread of life is not some supposedly 
sacramental bread which Jesus is said to be in, with, and under. 
The bread of life is Jesus Christ himself! Nowhere is it suggested 
that in, with, and under the manna, or in, with, and under the 
loaves and the fish, Jesus gave himself to be eaten. And in the 
critical passage of vs. 51-58 there is no mention of elements in, 
with and under which Jesus’ flesh and blood are eaten and drunk. 
If, then, Jesus is not earthly, heavenly, or sacramental bread, how 
are we to understand the “bread of life’? The bread of life is 
“the bread of God . . . which comes down from heaven, and 
gives life to the world” (v. 33). Jesus did not will to have or to 
be life only in and for himself. He wanted to share with the 
creature the life he already shared with the Father and the Spirit. 
He wanted to become the bread of life for the world (vs. 33, 51). 
Therefore, he is the bread of God which “comes down from 
heaven and gives life to the world" (vs. 33, 41, 42, 50, 51, 58). 
The bread became man in the person of “Jesus, the son of Joseph, 
whose father and mother we know" (v. 42). Jesus is the bread of 
life in that he assumed sinful, human flesh. More than that: he 
became and is the bread of life because he gives the flesh he has 
assumed as a sacrifice on the cross. The world has life only because 
Jesus has taken upon himself the flesh of men that is judged, 
sentenced, and condemned to die. In him the sentence of death 
upon all men is executed for all men. He gives his flesh to be 
lifted up on the cross as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilder- 
ness that “whoever believes in him may have eternal life” (John 
3:15; cf. chs. 8:28; 12:34). He gives up his flesh for the life of 
the world once and for all, wholly and completely. No other sacri- 
fice is necessary to complete his self-offering. It can have no repe- 
titions, no reenactments as in the Mystery religions. 

We come now to John 6:51-58. It will be our contention that 
a sacrament or mystery has been imported into the exegesis of 
these verses, not only to bolster a sacramental view of the church 
and its ministry, but also to explain, and explain away, “the hard 
saying" about which “the Jews then disputed among themselves, 
saying, ‘How can this man give us his flesh to eat?' " (v. 52) and 
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at which the disciples murmured and took offense (v. 61). Bult- 
mann believes that the passage is a later redaction by an editor, 
possibly under the influence of the Mystery religions.97 If that 
were the case, we might dismiss the passage as contrary to the 
witness of the rest of the New Testament. Then we would be 
rid of the problem. That won’t do; we take it as an authentic 
testimony of John to a truth enunciated by Jesus. (We do not 
insist that they are the ipsissima verba of Jesus.) We begin with 
several general observations. | 

l. In the passage there is no mention of bread and wine as 
visible signs of the body and blood. True, bread is mentioned; 
but it is “the bread which came down from heaven.” 

2. There are no words of institution, breaking of bread, giving 
thanks, and distribution of bread as means by which the body and 
blood are said to be re-presented and conveyed. 

3. There is no technical or liturgical explanation of how men 
eat and drink Christ's body and blood, no pat sacramental answer 
to the question: “How can this man give us his flesh to eat?" 

4. The parallelism between ch. 4 concerning the water of life 
and ch. 6 concerning the bread of life has been noted by many 
commentators, But why was not a sacrament brought in to explain 
how one “drinks” the water of life? If a sacrament is not necessary 
to explain how one drinks the water of eternal life which Jesus 
gives, why is it necessary to explain how one “eats” the bread of 
life? 

5. Even if we grant for a moment that a sacramental eating 
and drinking of Jesus is described in John 6:51—58, we dare not 
think that the sacrament is absolutely necessary in order to appro- 
priate the bread of life or even that there is a twofold appropria- 
tion by the sacrament and by faith. It is explicitly and repeatedly 
stated that faith is the one work by which we obtain “the food 
that endures to eternal life." According to John, the one human 
response to both the objective and subjective work of reconcilia- 
tion and salvation in Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit is faith, (John 
3:36; 4:39, 41; 5:24; 6:29, 35, 36, 40, 47, 64, 69). Most signifi: 
cant is the fact that the necessity for faith in the words 1s stressed 
again after the discourse about eating and drinking the flesh and 
blood of the Son of man (John 6:64 f.). The whole passage of 
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John 6:48-58 is bracketed by the statement: “He who believes 
has eternal life.” If faith is the one work required of men, then a 
sacramental eating and drinking is superfluous. 

6. It is not said that the eating and drinking of the flesh and 
blood is a sacrament for the elect or for believing Christians or for 
those who partake of the Lord’s Supper. It is the event of Jesus’ 
giving his flesh for the world. 

7. Those who oppose a sacramental interpretation of John 
6:51—58 usually interpret the eating and drinking of the flesh and 
blood as equivalent to a spiritual eating and drinking by faith. We 
wish to suggest, however, that the passage may be interpreted as 
being descriptive of an objective eating and drinking of the flesh 
and blood that is not a sacramental action. 

“The Jews then disputed [argued] among themselves, saying, 
‘How can this man give us his flesh to eat?' " (John 6:52.) It is 
important to see clearly that the question about which the Jews 
debated was related strictly to Jesus’ statement: "The bread which 
I shall give for the life of the world is my flesh." It is related to 
the question how Jesus will give his flesh as a sacrifice. In what 
manner will his sacrificial death be accomplished? Will he commit 
suicide like Samson? Will he deliver his body to be burned? (I 
Cor. 13:3.) Will he cast himself down from the pinnacle of the 
Temple? (Matt. 4:5 f.) Will he die by leading a revolt against 
the Romans? (Mark 15:7.) It is equally important to see that 
Jesus’ answer is related strictly to his own statement about giving 
his flesh for the life of the world. Jesus does not answer a question 
about which Christians quarreled years later, namely, how the 
body and blood of Jesus are eaten and drunk in the Eucharist after 
Jesus had died and risen again. Such a question could never have 
entered their minds before his death and resurrection, and the 
Jews could never have understood Jesus' answer if it had been a 
reference to a future institution of a sacramental Eucharist. For a 
sacramental eating and drinking of flesh and blood is foreign to 
the Old Testament. The question of the Jews and Jesus’ answer 
have to do with the way in which Jesus will offer up his flesh for 
the life of the world. 

The answer Jesus gives is that he will offer up his flesh by the 
Jews eating his flesh and blood. Jesus will give himself up to 
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death—it will be a voluntary sacrifice on his part—but he will do 
so at the hands of men. They will become guilty of murdering 
himin( GNA tS 2:23,736;,3:15;/4:105 5:30;.7:52;:10:39;.13:28.) 
The Jews will live only by putting Jesus to death. 

Is eating flesh and drinking blood an appropriate way to de- 
scribe the way in which Jesus will die? It is an apt description, 
not only of the violent, hostile way in which men put Jesus to 
death, but also of the effect of his death upon his enemies. In the 
Bible "to eat someone's flesh” is a metaphor for a hostile action. 
“When the wicked, even mine enemies and my foes, came upon 
me to eat up my flesh, they stumbled and fell." (Ps. 27:2, KJV.) 
The psalmist complains that evildoers *eat up my people as they 
eat bread" (Ps. 14:4; cf. Ps. 53:4). The cry of dereliction, "My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?" is quoted by Jesus 
from Ps. 22, evidently because “strong bulls . . . open wide their 
mouths at me, like a ravening and roaring lion" (Ps. 22:12 f. cf. 
Ps. 22:16; 57:4). So the psalmist prays: “Deliver my soul from 
the sword, my life from the power of the dog! Save me from the 
mouth of the lion" (Ps. 22:20 f.). And in Ps. 35:25: “Let them 
not say, ‘We have swallowed him up'" and in Ps. 59:2: “Save 
me from bloodthirsty men" (cf. vs. 14 f.). 

In his commentary The Gospel According to John, Raymond 
E. Brown refers to the passages we have quoted from the Old 
Testament as indicative of a "violent, hostile action." He adds 
that in Jer. 46:10 the symbolical meaning of drinking blood was 
that of brutal slaughter, and that in Ezekiel's vision of apocalyptic 
carnage (Ezek. 39:17) the scavenger birds are invited to come to 
the feast: “You shall eat flesh and drink blood.” Brown concludes: 
“Thus if Jesus’ words in [John] 6:53 are to have a favorable mean- 
ing, they must refer to the Eucharist." He further suggests that 
the use of trogein, which originally refers to eating by animals and 
which may be rendered “gnaw” or “munch” is “part of John’s 
attempt to emphasize the realism of the eucharistic flesh and 
blood.” It is strange, indeed, that he has seen the fulfillment of 
these Old Testament passages in a sacramental Eucharist and not 
in the manner of Christ's crucifixion. 

What is portrayed in these Old Testament passages, and also 
in John 6:53-58, is an eating of "flesh with its life, that is, its 
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blood" (Gen. 9:3 f.) which, as we have already noted, was strictly 
forbidden in the law. The life of Jesus is his blood, and it be- 
comes our life only as it is shed by men. That is the effect of the 
shedding of his blood. That is the objective eating and drnking 
of his flesh and blood, and faith is the subjective acknowledgment 
and confession that we are guilty of having murdered the 
Righteous One (cf. Acts 2:23; 7:52). No wonder many of Jesus’ 
disciples exclaimed: “This is a hard saying; who can listen to it?" 
The translation of the New English Bible, while certainly not 
literal, captures the revulsion: “This is more than we can stom- 
ach! Why listen to such words?" No wonder the disciples “mur- 
mured" and were scandalized (John 6:61)! The offense here is 
not merely an offense to reason at the alleged mystery of the com- 
munication of Christ’s body and blood in bread and wine; it is 
the scandal of the cross. “We preach Christ crucified, a stum- 
bling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles.” (I Cor. 1:23.) 

John 6:56 is frequently taken to mean that the abiding of men 
in Jesus and of him in them is a result or effect of their eating 
and drinking his flesh and blood in the Eucharist. Actually what 
Jesus is saying is that in spite of men crucifying and consuming 
his flesh, they nevertheless remain in him and he in them. Men 
may think that they have finally gotten rid of Jesus by putting 
him to death (cf. Matt. 21:38 f. and par.). But their union with 
him established in the incarnation cannot be broken by his death! 
Why? Because the flesh which Jesus delivered up into the hands 
of wicked men was our flesh; which he had assumed. Secondly, as 
the following verse explains, their union with him cannot be 
broken because Jesus lives because of the Father. Therefore: *He 
who eats me will live because of me" (John 6:57). "Because I 
live you will live also . . . [because] I am in my Father, and a 
in me, and lin you" (John 14:19: f059060 

John 6:62—71 speaks about the ascension of the Son of man, 
about the life-giving Spirit, and about the unbelief of the disciples. 
When Jesus had previously said, “Unless you eat the flesh of the 
Son of man and drink his blood, you have no life in you," he did 
not mean that a life-giving power is immanent in the flesh as such. 
Not the incarnate flesh of Jesus, and certainly not a supposedly 
eucharistic flesh, is life-giving. "The flesh is of no avail" (v. 63). 
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It can do nothing of itself. Only as the Son of man is raised from 
death by the Spirit is it life-giving. “It is the Spirit that gives 
life” (v. 63; cf. Rom. 1:4; 8:11; II Cor. 3:6). Because the Spirit 
gives life to the mortal flesh of the Son of man, the words he has 
spoken are “spirit and life.” 

“But there are some of you that do not believe. . . . After this 
many of his disciples drew back and no longer went about with 
him" (John 6:64, 66). At the beginning of this chapter in John's 
Gospel there were five thousand who were ready to take Jesus and 
make him their king. At the end there were twelve, and one of 
them was a traitor. To these twelve Jesus said: “Will you also go 
away?" Simon Peter, the very disciple who rebuked Jesus for de- 
ciding to go up to Jerusalem to suffer many things and to be 
killed, the same Peter who was to deny him thrice—this disciple, 
speaking for the others who were offended in him and who in the 
end forsook him and fled, said: “Lord, to whom shall we go? You 
have the words [not now the bread, or the flesh and blood, but 
words about them] of eternal life; and we have believed and have 
come to know that you are the Holy One of God" (v. 68 f.). 
Herein is the miracle of the church which, founded upon these 
twelve, believes and confesses that Jesus is Israel's Messiah and the 
Bread of life for the world. 

John, ch. 6, in agreement with Paul and the Synoptists, de- 
scribes a once-and-for-all descent of the Son of man from the 
Father and from heaven (v. 33), a once-and-for-all assumption of 
the flesh in the birth of Jesus of Joseph and Mary (v. 42), a 
once-and-for.all giving of his flesh for the life of the world (v. 51), 
a once-and-for-all eating of the bread of life which is his flesh and 
blood (vs. 51 ff.), and a once-and-for-all ascension where he was 
before (v. 62). It is the ascension that definitely rules out a repe- 
tition of the incarnation, passion, and death of Jesus, and a repeti- 
tion of eating and drinking his flesh and blood unto eternal life. 
To be sure, Jesus comes again in the Spirit, but not to suffer and 
die again, not to have his enemies come upon him to eat up his 
flesh. Now in the unity of his divine and human, humiliated and 
exalted person, he is present with his church in the Spirit. Hence, 
as often as we eat and drink with him who is the Bread of life, 
we do it in remembrance of what he has already done for us, in 
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remembrance of the shed blood of the covenant, and we proclaim 
his death until he comes. Once again we conclude that there is no 
justification for the view that two types of the Eucharist are to be 
found in the New Testament. There is one joyous meal of faith, 
love, and hope—a meal eaten and drunk in fellowship with the 
risen, present Lord. 

The answer to the question to which this appendix has been 
addressed, namely, whether Jesus is eaten in the Lord’s Supper, 
has been given. There is no evidence _whatever.in-the-New Testa- 
ment of a sacramental eating of : Jesus. It is a view that arose in the 
first centuries of the church under the influence of the Greek 
Mystery religions. It is a relic of pagan animism, magic, and super- 
stition which has no place in the New Testament and should be 
given no place in the church. But that is not the main reason it 
should be banished. The main reason is that it derogates from 
` Jesus Christ as the one Mediator, the one means of grace and 
faith. 


Appendix |l. 


TRIES CASE OF 
“THE UGLY, BROAD DITCH” AND 
THE LEUENBERG AGREEMENT OF 1973 


Sacramentalism is basically the view that the church’s ministry is 


the means by which Christ is made cognitively and savingly pres- , / 


ent and available to men. Although the church has always affirmed 
the omnipresence and contemporaneity of Jesus Christ, the view 
has prevailed that God’s saving work in Jesus Christ has been im- 
prisoned by the limitations of space and time, so that he cannot 
teally be with men here and now and they cannot be with him, 
unless his presence is somehow made real, realized, re-presented, 
repeated, fulfilled or extended by the church’s own ministry. The 
church was faced—or thought it was faced—with the problem of 
making Christ and his benefits or merits contemporaneous. He 
had ascended into heaven and in his supposed absence the church 
imagined that it had to be the means or channel of making him 
savingly present through its own ministry of Word and sacra- 
ments, and therefore that it had to be the “mediatrix of salva- 
tion." The church virtually ceased to believe in Christ's presence 
and imminent return except through its own activity. Because of 
his supposed absence and delay of the parousia, preaching and the 
sacraments came to be regarded as “the means of grace" by which 
the “real presence" of Christ and his benefits were achieved. 
Actually the church thought it was faced with the problem that 
troubled the philosopher Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-1781). 
While accepting the prevailing view that there is what he called 
“the ugly, broad ditch". between Christ's resurrection and us, he 
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was not satisfied that the church had bridged the gap and had 
made Christ present after eighteen hundred years. Lessing spoke 
of "the ugly, broad ditch which I cannot get across, however often 
and however earnestly I have tried to make the leap. If anyone 
can help me over it, let him do it, I beg him, I adjure him. He 
will have a divine reward from me.” ! Lessing's question, as re- 
phrased by Barth, was, how can we be reached and affected by 
what happened back then. *How can that which happened once, 
even if it did happen for us, be recognized today as having hap- 
pened for us, seeing it does not happen today? . . . How can 
that which happened once have happened for us when we who 
live today were not there and could not experience it ourselves.” ? 
Lessing could not make the leap because of his belief that "acci- 
dental truths of history can never become the proof of necessary 
truths of reason.” 3 The resurrection of Christ as a past event can- 
not prove the truth (of reason) that he is the Son of God. Lessing 
had to have firsthand, personal experience of miracles, and not 
just historical reports of them, if a proof of Jesus Christ is to be 
afforded. 

Assuming that there is an “ugly, broad ditch" between the time 
. of Jesus Christ and our time, theologians have availed themselves 
of a number of ways of bridging it and making Christ contempo- 
raneous. The first is that of idealism, namely, that the historical 
facts of religion do not matter; what is important are the timeless 
ideas of truth, beauty, and goodness which the facts illustrate. Ob- 
viously this solution robbed Christianity of its historical roots and 
reduced it to a myth. Søren Kierkegaard devoted two chapters of 
Book Two of Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Lessing.* He 
argued that the historical is the occasion and God himself is the 
condition whereby *'the leap of faith" makes one a genuine con- 
temporary of Jesus—a thought he had explored in Philosophical 
Fragments. In a sense Karl Barth's early doctrine of the unity of 
the threefold form of God's Word as revealed, written, and 
preached was another attempt to bridge the "ugly, broad ditch." 
The revealed Word, which is Jesus Christ incarnate, is present in 
the preached Word. In his book Wort und Glaube (1960; E.T., 
Word and Faith, 1963), Gerhard Ebeling contends that herme- 
neutics is the question how the unique historical revelation be- 
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comes a present actuality. In the essay entitled “The Significance 
of the Critical Historical Method for Church and Theology in 
Protestantism," he offers a solution in line with a Lutheran- 
Kierkegaardian concept of faith, whereas in a later essay on “Word 
of God and Hermeneutics,” stress is laid upon “word-event” 
(Wort- and Sprach-Ereignis) as the means of bridging the gap. 
In the former essay Ebeling rejects various Roman Catholic and 
Protestant solutions of actualizing revelation, such as the identi- 
fication of revelation with Holy Scripture, and imitative histori- 
cizing by means of drama, ordering of the church year, and the 
use of relics and pilgrimages. 

One of the most important sections in the whole of Karl 
Barth's Church Dogmatics is the section in the doctrine of recon- 
ciliation entitled “The Verdict of the Father." 5 There Barth car- 
ries on a quiet debate not only with Lessing and with the theology 
of G. Thomasius? and R. Bultmann, but with the traditional un- 
derstanding of Christology in Roman Catholicism and Protes- 
tantism. It affords the deepest reason fór his rejection of sacra- 
mentalism. Barth came to see that the New Testament speaks of 
the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus not as an ideal, principle, 
or potentiality that has to be subsequently realized and actualized 
but as a concrete deed of God in time that has radically altered 
the situation of all men in all times and places. For that reason 
Lessing’s assumption of an “ugly, broad ditch" of eighteen hun- 
dred years was a false assumption and the question of leaping over 
it was a spurious question. There was no ditch that had to be 
bridged for the simple reason that no ditch existed. The event of 
the incarnation (which embraces Christ's death and resurrection!) 
is the event in which God's space and time assumed creaturely 
space and time into unity with itself, so that there is no time and 
place where God in Christ is not contemporaneous with man. 
“For ‘in him we live and move and have our being.’ ” (Acts 
17:28.) 

The resurrection of Jesus Christ is God's declaration and desig- 
nation, God's proof, that he who came from the seed of David 
has been designated or declared to be the Son of God, and there- 
fore, the one who is not a prisoner of a dead past or of a past 
death, but who is alive and present forever more. The fact that 
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Jesus Christ is present as the creative and reconciling word and 
work of God once and for all times, whether men know it or not, 
does not preclude, however, his special presence by the Holy 
Spirit so that men may believe and confess his preserving and 
reconciling presence. But the faith of the church, its preaching 
and sacraments, cannot and need not realize Christ's presence. 
“The confession of Christians, their suffering, their repentance, 
their prayer, their humility, their works, baptism too, and the 
Lord's Supper can and should attest this event but only attest it. 
The event itself, the event of the death of man, is that of the 
death of Jesus Christ on Golgotha: no other event, no earlier and 
no later, no event which simply prepares the way for it, no effect 
which has to give to it the character of an actual event. This is 
the one mysterium, the one sacrament, and the one existential 
fact before and after which there is no room for any other of the 
same rank.” * “The event of the incarnation... is the great 
Christian mystery and sacrament beside which there is, in the, 
strict and proper sense, no other." 8 

Because there is no “ugly, broad ditch,” because Jesus Christ is 
present as God's justification of sinful men, because that justifica- 
tion is valid for men here and now, and because Jesus is specially 
present in the power of the Holy Spirit so that men may be sub- 
jectively “justified by faith alone," it is evident that we can no 
longer concur in the sacramentalism of the Lutheran and Re- 
formed confessions of the sixteenth century. Nor can we concur 
in the concessions which the Leuenberg Agreement of 1973 has 
made to sacramentalism. | 

A preliminary draft of the Leuenberg Agreement was drawn up 
by representatives of Lutheran, Reformed, and United Churches 
in Europe, and was submitted to the respective churches for their 
criticisms and reactions. Reactions to the first drafts were said to 
have been "generally favorable." The final draft was prepared in 
March, 1973, at a meeting which was attended by fifty-one repre- 
sentatives from churches in sixteen countries. The work has been 
under the joint auspices of the Faith and Order Secretariat of the 
World Council of Churches, the Lutheran World Federation, and 
. the World Alliance of Reformed Churches. The ongoing theo- 
logical conversations recommended by the Leuenberg Agreement 
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will be sponsored by the LWF and the WARC. The earlier draft 
was also studied in the second round of the Lutheran-Reformed 
conversations in the United States. (At the conclusion of the first 
round in February, 1966, the Report to the Sponsoring Confes- 
sional Organizations stated: “As a result of our studies and dis- 
cussions we see no insuperable obstacles to pulpit and altar fellow- 
ship and, therefore, we recommend to our parent bodies that they 
encourage their constituent churches to enter into discussions 
looking forward to intercommunion and the fuller recognition of 
one another’s ministries" [Marburg Revisited; Augsburg Publish- 
ing House, 1966, p. 191].) The text of the Leuenberg Agreement 
has been sent to ninety Lutheran, Reformed, and United Churches 
in Europe for adoption. ib 

The purpose of the Leuenberg Agreement is to achieve a, | 
church fellowship by means of a pulpit and table fellowship which 
includes a mutual recognition of ordination and intercommunion. 
The Agreement does not confess any errors that may have been 
committed by the Lutheran and Reformed churches. On the con- 
trary, “the Agreement leaves intact the binding force of the con- 
fessions within the participating churches. It is not to be regarded 
as a new confession of faith. It sets forth a consensus reached 
about central matters, one which makes church fellowship possible 
between churches of different confessional positions” (35b). Ac- 
cording to the Agreement, “the differences which from the time 
of the Reformation onwards have made church fellowship be- 
tween the Lutheran and Reformed Churches impossible and have 
led them to pronounce mutual condemnations are related to the 
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, Christology, and the doctrine of 
predestination” (17). On the basis of its statements about these 
doctrines, the Agreement holds that “the condemnations of the 
Reformation Confessions . . . are inapplicable to the doctrinal 
position. This does not mean that the condemnations pronounced 
by the Reformation fathers are irrelevant; but they are no longer 
an obstacle to Church fellowship" (26). 

Now one can concur with the Leuenberg Agreement when it 
declares: “The fundamental witness to the Gospel is the testimony 
of the apostles and prophets in the Holy Scriptures of the Old 
and New Testaments. It is the task of the Church to spread this 
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Gospel by the spoken word in preaching, by individual counsel- 
ing, and by Baptism and the Lord’s Supper” (13). We can also 
agree that “when we celebrate the Lord’s Supper we proclaim the 
death of Christ through which God has reconciled the world with 
himself. We proclaim the presence of the risen Lord in our midst. 
Rejoicing that the Lord has come to us we await his future com- 
ing in glory” (16). But we cannot agree that “in preaching, Bap- 
tism and the Lord’s Supper, Jesus Christ is present through the 
Holy Spirit” (13). (The preliminary draft read: “Through preach- 
ing, Baptism and the Lord’s Supper Jesus Christ is present in the 
Holy Spirit”) We cannot agree that “in baptism Jesus Christ 
irrevocably receives man, fallen prey to sin and death, into his 
fellowship of salvation so that he may become a new creature” 
(14a), nor that “in the Lord’s Supper Jesus Christ imparts him- 
self in his body and blood, given up for all, through his word of 
promise with bread and wine" (14b; cf. 18). We cannot agree 
that “we cannot separate communion with Jesus Christ in his 
body and blood from the act of eating and drinking” (19), and 
that "in the sacraments, the Holy Spirit, and so God himself, 
makes the crucified and risen Jesus present to us” (21). Still less 
can we agree that “justification in Christ is thus imparted to men 
and in this way the Lord gathers his people" (13) and “he 
thereby grants us forgiveness of sins and sets us free for a new life 
of faith" (14b). 

We cannot accept these statements because they contradict 
what the Leuenberg Agreement itself had previously declared, 
namely, that “through his Word, God by his Holy Spirit calls all 
men to repent and believe, and assures the believing sinner of his 
righteousness in Jesus Christ. Whoever puts his trust in the Gos- 
pel is justified in God's sight for the sake of Jesus Christ and set 
free from the accusation of the law" (10c). (Italics have been 
added to the above quotations.) Here Leuenberg rightly affirms 
that we are justified by faith alone in Jesus Christ through the 
immediate work of the Holy Spirit. The wonderful virtues, pow- 
ers, and effects, which the Leuenberg Agreement later ascribes to 
the sacraments, are also contradicted by its statement that “the 
unique mediation of Jesus Christ in salvation is the heart of the 
Scriptures” (12e). (The German text might also be translated: 
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“The exclusive saving mediatorship of Jesus Christ is the heart of 
Scripture.” ) But apparently for Leuenberg Jesus is not really the- 
one Mediator of grace and faith: he himself has to be mediated 
by Baptism and the Lord's Supper. Thus in this view the church 
is the mediatrix of justification, of the forgiveness of sins, of free- 


dom for a new life, and therefore of salvation. Not Jesus Christ 
and the Spirit, but the church and its ministry through the sacra-. 


ments is the bridge over the supposed “ugly, broad ditch”! 


Laudable as are all efforts to achieve union, or at least inter-. 
communion among Christians, it is a pity that the framers of the- 


Leuenberg Agreement sought agreement on the basis of a sacra- 


mentalism that was common to the Lutheran and Reformed tra-. 


ditions of the sixteenth century. It is unfortunate that they did 
not reexamine the whole question of sacraments, especially when 
sacraments are being called in question today by New Testament: 
and systematic theologians. 
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Notes and References 


Chapter 1. Woy Men May Ear AND DRINK WITH JESUS 


1. The commandment to eat and drink is not to be regarded 
as a timeless, universally valid principle. As the commandment to 
live is not unconditional, and since a man may be commanded to 
surrender his life, so a man may be commanded to fast, even unto 
death. One thinks immediately of Jesus’ forty-day fast in the 
wilderness (Matt. 4:1 £.; Luke 4:1 f.) and his fast until death after 
he had eaten the Passover for the last time with his disciples 
(Luke 22:16, 18; cf. Matt. 26:29; Mark 14:25). One recalls the 
private fasts of Moses because of the sins of the Israelites (Deut. 
9:9, 18), of Elijah (I Kings 19:8), of David (II Sam. 12:16-23) 
and of Esther (Esth. 4:15-17), and the public fasts proclaimed 
by Jehoiakim (Jer. 36:9 f.), by Ezra (Ezra 8:21 f.), and by Ne- 
hemiah (Neh. 9:1 ff.), and the fasts called for in the books of 
Jonah (ch. 3:5-9) and Joel (chs. 1:13 f.; 2:12). One recalls the 
fact that the disciples of John the Baptist and of the Pharisees 
fasted, whereas Jesus’ disciples did not. Fasting is a sign of sin, 
sickness, and death, of godly sorrow, mourning, and repentance, a 
sign of God’s judgment and wrath. Eating and drinking, on the 
other hand, are signs of justification and sanctification, of recon- 
ciliation and peace, of resurrection and life, of thanksgiving and 
joy. Although only one meal is said to have been a “breakfast,” 
all eating and drinking by the risen Christ was a breaking of his 
fast unto death. 
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2. John tells us that it was on “the other side of the sea of 
Galilee which is the sea of Tiberias.” Luke presents a problem 
when he states that Jesus and the disciples "withdrew apart to a 
city called Bethsaida.” To confuse it more, Mark has the disciples 
crossing to Bethsaida after the miracle (Mark 6:45). Perhaps the 
diffculty may be resolved if we assume that the miracle occurred 
as they were on the way to Bethsaida. 

3. Cf. B. A. Mastin, “Jesus Said Grace," Scottish Journal of 
Theology, Vol. 24, p. 451, and J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words 
of Jesus, p. 176. 

4. H. L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen 
Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch (Munich: C. H. Becksche 
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1922-), Vol. II, pp. 246 f. It was a strict 
rule for a Jew that he should eat nothing before a blessing is 
pronounced. All benedictions begin with the words: “Blessed be 
thou, O Lord our God, King of the world.” The blessing of a 
meal including wine would continue: “who hast caused bread to 
come forth out of the earth and who hast created the fruit of the 
vine." According to Hermann W. Beyer, “in common meals the 
main part is opened with a blessing usually pronounced by the 
head of the house with a piece of bread in his hand. The others 
confirm it with an Amen. After this the head of the house breaks 
the bread and distributes to those who sit at table with him." 
(Art. "ebAoy£&o," etc., R. Kittel, ed., Theological Dictionary of the 
New Testament [Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1964-], 
Vol. II, p. 760; cf. Strack-Billerbeck, Vol. IV, pp. 616 ff.; G. Dal- 
man, Jesus-Jeschua |1922], p. 123.) 

5. Beyer states that “it is a Gk. misunderstanding of the 
Aram. original that many MSS add an acc. object (aùráé or rovro) 
at Mk. 8:7. If this suggests the idea that Jesus blessed the bread 
and thus made possible its miraculous increase, we have a relapse 
into a conception long since left behind in Israel." (Ibid., p. 762.) 

6. Johannes Behm, art. “kéo,” Theological Dictionary of the 
New Testament, Vol. III, pp. 728 f. 

7. From Jesus' fivefold action not a few scholars have sought 
to derive the liturgy of the Lord's Supper (e.g., Gregory Dix, The 
Shape of the Liturgy, p. 48; G. D. Kilpatrick, Remaking the 
Liturgy, p. 34; and John A. T. Robinson, Liturgy Coming to Life, 
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The Westminster Press, 1965). It is claimed that Jesus’ action in 
feeding the multitudes was “eucharistic.” In his commentary on 
The Gospel According to John (The Anchor Bible, Vols. 29 
[iui] and 29a [xiii-xxi]; Doubleday & Company, Inc. 1966, 
. 1970; see Vol. 29, pp. 240-243), Raymond E. Brown has pro- 
vided a chart showing the parallels between the Johannine and 
Synoptic accounts of the feedings and the Last Supper in the 
Synoptics. Now such parallels are not surprising, since these ac- 
tions are necessarily performed at any Jewish or Christian meal. 
There is always a taking of food, giving thanks, dividing it, and 
giving it to those at table. Certainly the feedings of the multitudes 
were "eucharistic" in that they were meals at which and for which 
Jesus gave thanks. Unfortunately this is not what some scholars 
mean by “eucharistic.” They mean a sacrament or cultic rite 
which becomes efficacious through the repetition of the fivefold 
words or acts of institution whereby Christ’s body and blood are 
said to be present. It seems arbitrary to read this meaning of 
“eucharistic” back into the feedings of the multitudes or into the 
meal which Paul urged all on board to take during the storm at 
sea in Acts 27:33-38. Scholars have debated whether the passage 
in Acts refers to the Eucharist or (as some recent commentators 
have contended: F. F. Bruce, E. Haenchen, C. S. C. Williams) to 
Paul’s observance of the Jewish custom of saying grace before 
meals. M. Wilcox has claimed that “although the original act 
recorded in Acts 27:35 may not have been eucharistic, yet the 
temptation to invest it with a certain eucharistic significance was 
not easy to resist” (The Semitisms of Acts [Oxford University 
Press, 1965], p. 82). To which B. A. Mastin (loc. cit., p. 434) 
has replied: “At most, phraseology which Wilcox says is ‘clearly 
reminiscent of the language of the Words of Institution of the 
Eucharist’ may indicate that Jesus was thought to be present with 
his followers whenever bread was broken; certainly seen in context 
the verse can only mean that Paul persuades men who are near 
exhaustion to take some nourishment by himself eating bread.” 
Bo Reicke has argued that Paul could have presided only at a 
“prefiguration” of the Eucharist (“Die Mahlzeit mit Paulus auf 
den Wellen des Mittelmeers," Theologische Zeitschrift, Vol. IV 
[1948], pp. 401-410), whereas G. Wainwright is convinced that 
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it was a Eucharist (Eucharist and Eschatology, pp. 130 f.). The 
answer to the question depends upon what is meant by “Eu- 
charist." A meal that is eaten as an act of thanksgiving, love, and 
hope, especially when it is accompanied by the preaching of the 
good news (Acts 27:22-24), is a Eucharist. Paul encouraged the 
others to eat, not only to sustain their bodies but to sustain them- 
selves in the hope of a future salvation when not a hair of any 
would perish. The meal combined thanksgiving, the apostle’s love 
and concern for all on board (many of whom were presumably 
heathen sailors and passengers), and hope for salvation when all 
hope had been abandoned: (Acts 27:20b). It was an ordinary 
meal by which physical bodies were sustained, and at the same 
time it pointed to the grace of salvation from death and the pow- 
ers of evil, symbolized by the angry sea. 

8. Cf. Ex. 24:15; Deut. 31:16; Ps. 73:27; Isa. 54:5; Ezek., 
ch; 165.’ Hos.2:19 #3 i H 0Qord 1152; Ephib:22:oRey. 39:744 
21:2, 9; 22:17; Rom. 11:17 f£.; Eph. 2:19. 

9. For the exposition that follows, cf. a sermon by Karl Barth 
on Luke 5:1-11 in Die grosse Barmherzigkeit. Predigten von Karl 
Barth und Eduard Thurneysen (Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 
1935). ": 

10. Edwyn Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, ed. by Francis Noel 
Davey, rev. ed. (Faber & Faber, Ltd., 1947), p. 326. 

11. Walter Lüthi, St. John's Gospel: An Exposition, tr. by 
Kurt Schoenenberger (London: Oliver & Boyd, Ltd., 1960), pp. 
96 f. 

12. “ “What must we do, to be doing the works of God?’ Jesus 
answered them, “This is the work of God, that you believe in him 
whom he has sent." (John 6:28 f.) This passage might be taken 
to mean that faith is a divine work. But this would contradict 
explicit statements that faith is a work that men may and must do. 
Nowhere in Scripture is it said that God believes or that the Holy 
Spirit believes. Accordingly we take the phrase, rovro éo7wv To 
Epyov tov Üsov, to refer back to the work of God the Father 
setting his seal upon the Son of man (John 6:27). 

13. A detailed discussion of how men eat the bread of life, and 
of how they eat and drink the flesh and blood of the Son of man, 
will be found in Appendix I of this book. 
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14. Jesus goes to the Father only by going to his death, and in 
his death he was glorified. It is the risen, ascended Lord who gives 
the Holy Spirit (John 7:39; 13:3; 14:12, 28; 16:7; 17:1, 4 £.; 20:19, 
22; Acts 1:4; 2:1, 4, 13, 15-17). The fact that Pentecost chrono- 
logically succeeded the death, resurrection, and ascension of Jesus 
is a sign that the gift of the Spirit is theologically dependent upon 
his death. But it does not preclude outpourings of the Spirit his- 
torically prior to Christ's death. Nevertheless, the outpouring of 
the Spirit upon all flesh, that is, upon Gentiles as well as Jews, 
marked the birth of the church as the fruit of Christ's death and 
resurrection. 

15. In Jeremiah, Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Habakkuk we read of a 
cup that God hands to the nations and even forces them to drink. 
It is the cup of the wine of his wrath, and the effect of it is to 
make the peoples stagger and reel like drunken men. It is what 
Isaiah calls “the bowl of staggering" (Isa. 51:17). According to 
Jeremiah, “ “Thus says the Lorn of hosts, the God of Israel: 
Drink, be drunk and vomit, fall and rise no more, because of the 
sword which I am sending among you. And if they refuse to 
accept the cup from your hand to drink, then you shall say to 
them, “Thus says the Lon» of hosts: You must drink! For behold, 
I begin to work evil at the city which is called by my name’ " 
(Jer. 25:27-29; cf. Ezek. 23:31-35). According to Hab. 2:15-16, 
a nation that plunders and lays waste another nation will also 
drink the cup of divine wrath. The cup of wrath consists of the 
judgments which God has threatened and executed upon Israel, 
the church, and the nations. These judgments are signs of the cup 
of wrath which Jesus drank for all nations and for Israel and the 
church. In the Garden of Gethsemane he fell on his face and 
prayed in great agony of spirit three times: “My Father, if it be 
possible, let this cup pass from me; nevertheless, not as I will, but 
as thou wilt” (Matt. 26:36-46 and par.). There in the garden 
the Savior of the world gazed into a cup that made him shudder. 
“His sweat became like great drops of blood.” (Luke 22:44.) He 
drank the cup that was filled to the brim with God's holy wrath 
against his people and the nations of the world. He tasted its 
bitter dregs to the very end—a cup of unspeakable horror and 
utter desolation. When the cup was empty, he could cry: “It is 
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finished.” Since that hour the cup of God’s wrath has become the 
cup of salvation and blessing, the cup of reconciliation and peace. 


Death and the curse were in our cup; 
O Christ, ’twas full for Thee! 
But Thou hast drained the last dark drop; 
"Iis empty now for me: 
That bitter cup, 
Love drank it up; 
Now blessing's draught for me. 
(Anne Ross Cousin, 1824-1906) 


The cup we now drink in thanksgiving, love, and hope can only 
be a remembrance, a proclamation, of the cup Jesus drank for us. 

16. Rudolf Bultmann thinks that by "living water" is not 
meant the Spirit at all but rather the revelation which is identical 
with the person of the revealer. (The Gospel of John: A Com- 
mentary, tr. by G. R. Beasley-Murray et al; The Westminster 
Press, 1971, pp. 181 ff.) Oscar Cullmann agrees that Bultmann 
"is right thus far that Jesus himself is, when all is said and done, 
the gift itself, but on the other hand he is also the giver of the 
gift of the Spirit" (Early Christian Worship, pp. 82 f.). 

17. It is an interesting fact that, though it has been claimed 
that there is a sacramental baptism of the Spirit in, with, and 
under water baptism, there is no sacrament of drinking the water 
of life. Perhaps it has been thought that the “sacrament” of bap- 
tism obviated the necessity for any such additional sacrament. 
Karl Barth has argued convincingly against water baptism being a 
sacrament of "the washing of regeneration and renewal in the 
Spirit" (Titus 3:5) in Church Dogmatics IV, 4. There is no need 
to recapitulate that material here. | 


Chapter 2. WHat MEN May Ear AND DRINK WITH JESUS 


1. Cf. Heinrich Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, rev. and ed. by 
Ernst Bizer, tr. by G. T. Thomson (London: George Allen & 
Unwin, Ltd., 1950), pp. 630 f. 

2ER! Barth, Church Dogmatics III, 4, pp. 354 f. See also ibid., 
pp. 350—356 and III, 1, pp. 207-212. 
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3. H. H. Rowley has observed that in the earliest pre-Deutero- 
nomic period “all slaughter was for sacrifice" (Worship in Ancient 
Israel, Fortress Press, 1967, p. 119). Hans-Joachim Kraus explains: 
"As meat was very rarely eaten in everyday life, the solemn meal 
which was held at a holy place . . . was marked by joy and the 
presence of God" (Worship in Israel, tr. by G. Buswell; rev. and 
enlarged ed. [John Knox Press, 1966], p. 118). J. Wellhausen had 
stated earlier that “a meal was always connected with a sacrifice. 
. . . Where a sacrifice took place, there was also eating and 
drinking. . . . There was no offering without a meal, and no meal 
without an offering" (Prolegomena to the History of Ancient 
Israel, tr. by J. S. Black and Allen Menzies [Meridian Books, 
1957], p. 71). Later Deuteronomy provided for nonsacrificial 
slaughter for food (Deut. 12:15, 21 ff.), but even then only “be- 
fore the Lorp your God in the place which the Lorp your God 
shall choose." Rowley is of the opinion that after its erection the 
Temple at Jerusalem continued to be the daily scene of private 
and family sacrifices (op. cit., p. 119). In the later exilic and post- 
exilic period, when the Priestly Code seems to have been regu- 
larized, a meal no longer necessarily accompanied a sacrifice. Well- 
hausen, wrongly we think, saw in this development a "'denaturali- 
sation of the feasts" (op. cit., p. 102). But the fact that in the 
"whole burnt offering" the whole of an animal or of a bird was 
consumed by fire on the altar “to make an atonement” (Lev., 
ch. 1), once in the morning and once in the evening (Ex. 
29:38 ff.; Num. 28:2 ff.); that in the case of the “peace offering" 
the blood was thrown against the altar and the fat was burned on 
the altar (Lev. 3:2 ff.) and part of the flesh became the due of 
the priests and part was eaten by the offerer (Lev. 7:11 ff.); that 
in the case of the sin offering and the guilt offering the priests 
were permitted to eat of the flesh only after it had been offered 
for sin (Lev. 6:26; 7:6)—all this indicated that the flesh of ani- 
mals was not intended first to be for food but belonged to God 
as a sacrifice and only then could be eaten. 

4. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics III,1, p. 210. 

5. In keeping with the Biblical understanding of the permis- 
sion and commandment to eat the flesh of animals is the injunc- 
tion to be kind to animals (Ex. 34:26; Lev. 22:28; Deut. 22:4-7; 
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25:4; Prov. 12:10; Luke 14:5; I Tim. 5:18; Gen. 24:19 f., 45 f.). 
Cruelty to animals and birds, and shooting them merely for sport, 
is reprehensible. Even the caging of them for a spectacle is highly 
questionable. “Wherever man exercises his lordship over the ani- 
mal, and especially across every hunting lodge, abattoir and vivi- 
section chamber, there should be written in letters of fire the 
words of St. Paul in Rom. 8:18f. . . . concerning the ‘earnest 
expectation’ . . . of the creature—for what?—for the ‘manifesta- 
tion of the children of God,’ and therefore for the liberation of 
those who now keep them imprisoned and even despatch them 
from life to death. . . . A good hunter, honourable butcher and 
conscientious vivisectionist will differ from the bad in the fact 
that even as they are engaged in killing animals they hear this 
groaning and travailing of the creature" (K. Barth, Church Dog- 
matics 111,4, p. 355). 

6. Gerhard von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments (Mu- 
nich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1966), Vol. I, p. 222. Cf. M. Noth, 
The Laws in the Pentateuch, and Other Studies, tr. by D. R. Ap- 
Thomas (London: Oliver & Boyd, Ltd., 1966), pp. 13, 21 ff; 
Helmer Ringgren, Israelite Religion, tr. by David E. Green (For- 
tress Press, 1966), p. 142. 

7. Calvin in his commentary (Harmony of the Pentateuch 
[Edinburgh: Calvin Translation Society, 1853], Vol. II, p. 63) 
asked how God could pronounce anything which he has created 
to be unclean, since this reproach would reflect upon the Creator 
and would be contrary to his declaration that everything which he 
had made was “very good.” Calvin's solution is that “no animal 
was ever unclean in itself; it is unclean only in reference to its 
use. God does not condemn his work in the animals, but, as to 
their being eaten, he would have them accounted unclean, that 
the people might abominate that which is forbidden them. In a 
word, it is only transgression which defiles: for the animals have 
never changed their nature; but it was in God's power to deter- 
mine what he would have to be lawful or unlawful." 

8. As long as the laws concerning clean and unclean meat re- 
mained in force, the fellowship of the church, as a fellowship of 
Jews and Gentiles, was virtually impossible. They could not eat 
and drink together. They could not partake of the Lord's Supper 
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together. This was the problem that faced the early church as re- 
corded in Acts, chs. 10; 11; 15. 

9. For a discussion of the point, see Charles Bigg, Saint Peter 
and Saint Jude, 2d ed., International Critical Commentary (Alec 
R. Allenson, Inc., 1956); C. E. B. Cranfield, I © II Peter and 
Jude, Torch Bible Commentaries (London: SCM Press, Ltd., 
1960); A. R. C. Leaney, The Letters of Peter and Jude, Cam- 
bridge Bible Commentary (Cambridge University Press). 

10. See I Cor. 9:25; Gal. 5:23; II Peter 1:6; Titus 1:8. Prov- 
erbs teaches that because “wine is a mocker, strong drink is a 
brawler, and whoever is led astray by it is not wise" (Prov. 20:1) 
and because those “who tarry long over wine" have woe, sorrow, 
strife, and complaining, therefore, “do not look at wine when it 
is red, when it sparkles in the cup and goes down smoothly. At 
the last it bites like a serpent, and stings like an adder. Your eyes 
wil see strange things, and your mind utter perverse things" 
(Prov. 23:29—33; cf. vs. 20-21). The prophet Isaiah warns: “Woe 
to those who rise early in the morning, that they may run after 
strong drink, who tarry late in the evening till wine inflames them" 
(Isa. 5:11 f; cf. chs. 5:22; 28:1, 7 f.). Instances of debauchery 
and revelry are condemned and punished, whether in the case 
of Noah, the preacher of righteousness (Gen. 9:20 ff.), or of 
Nabal, the foolish husband of Abigail (I Sam. 25:36 ff.), or of 
Benhadad the king of Syria (I Kings 20:12, 16), or of King 
» Belshazzar (Dan. 5:1—4, 22-30). Proverbs counsels temperance. 
"If you have found honey, eat only enough for you, lest you be 
sated with it and vomit it." (Prov. 25:16; cf. ch. 30:7-8.) 

11. The law governing the Nazirites is recorded in Num. 6:1- 
21 and required among other things that "he shall separate him- 
self from wine and strong drink, and shall not drink any juice of 
grapes or eat grapes, fresh or dried. All the days of his separation 
he shall eat nothing that is produced by the grapevine, not even 
the seeds or skins." During the time of his separation no razor was 
to come upon his head. The Nazirites took a voluntary vow to 
devote themselves wholly to the Lord for a season. However, there 
were some who were lifelong Nazirites. Samson confessed to De- 
lilah: *A razor has never come upon my head; for I have been 
a Nazirite to God from my mother's womb" (Judg. 16:17; cf. ch. 
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13:4 f., 14). Hannah, the mother of Samuel, vowed: “O Lon» of 
hosts, if thou wilt indeed look on the affliction of thy maidserv- 
ant . . . but wilt give to thy maidservant a son, then I will give 
him to the Lorp all the days of his life, and no razor shall touch 
his head" (I Sam. 1:11; cf. chs. 1:28; 2:20). Elizabeth, the 
mother of John the Baptist, was told by the angel that her son 
"shall drink no wine nor strong drink" (Luke 1:15), and John’s 
food was "locusts and wild honey" (Matt. 3:4; Mark 1:6) and 
he "came neither eating nor drinking" (Matt. 11:18; Luke 7:33). 
The prophet Jeremiah made an example of the obedience of the 
Rechabites to a vow they had made to their earthly father to re- 
proach the disobedience of the Israelites to God. They had vowed 
"to drink no wine all our days, ourselves, our wives, our sons, or 
our daughters, and not to build houses to dwell in" (Jer. 35:8 f.). 
The reason for their obedience was that they might “live many 
days in the land where you sojourn"—an obvious reference to the 
Fifth Commandment with its promise (Ex. 20:12). 

12. Cf. Gerhard von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments 
(Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1966), Vol. I, pp. 76 ff; Walter 
Eichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament, tr. by J. A. Baker, Vol. 
I (The Westminster Press, 1961), pp. 303 ff.; J. Pedersen, Israel, 
Vols. III-IV (London: Oxford University Press, 1940), pp. 264 ft. 

13. Jesus’ own disciples had left everything to follow him: 
houses, lands, brothers, parents, and children (Matt. 19:27, 29). 
Their renunciation of money and property, of personal honor and 
prestige (Matt. 23:5-12), of reliance upon political power (Matt. 
26:52) of family (Matt. 10:37 f£; Luke 14:25 ff.), and of self- 
assertion (Matt. 16:24 f.) were extraordinary signs that “the form 
. of this world is passing away" (I Cor. 7:31) and that the follower 
of Jesus must not “be conformed to this world" (Rom. 12:2). The 
life-style of the disciples was not intended to be a general rule 
binding on all Christians, for elsewhere Scripture grants the free- 
dom to marry, earn money, hold property, and to eat and drink all 
things. 

14. The New Testament uses the words zpoekoupa (“stum- 
bling block") and ex&v8eAov ("offense") in two ways: first with 
reference to Christ (Rom. 9:32 £.; 11:9; I Cor. 1:23; I Peter 
2:6 ff.), and second, with reference to differences of opinion 
among Christians (Rom., ch. 14; I Cor., chs. 8 and 10). The for- 
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mer, the offense of Christ, is unavoidable and is overcome only 
through faith (Rom. 9:33); the latter must be unconditionally 
avoided. Anything that might shake fellow Christians in their 
faith or might keep others from coming to faith has to be shunned. 
For the meaning and use of words associated with mpooroune and 
oxavdarov see Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 
Vol. VI, pp. 745—758, and Vol. VII, pp. 339-358. 

15. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics III, 1, p. 209. Cf. Gen. 9:4-6; 
Lev. 3:17; 7:26 £.; 17:10—14; Deut. 12:15 f., 23-25; I Sam. 14:32- 
ibi 

16. In II Kings 6:24—33 it is related that there was a great 
famine in Samaria while it was besieged by the army of Syria. The 
price of food, even for an ass's head or a dove's dung, was so ex- 
orbitant that two women agreed to kill their sons and eat them. 
So they boiled one son and ate him. The next day one of the 
women hid her son and the other complained to the unnamed 
king of Israel who was passing by. When he heard the words of 
the woman he rent his clothes and put on sackcloth and, blaming 
Elisha for this fearful judgment, vowed to take off the prophet's 
head. Elsewhere in Scripture eating the flesh of one's kinsmen is 
regarded as one of the most frightful of the consequences of dis- 
obedience. “And you shall eat the offspring of your own body, the 
flesh of your sons and daughters, whom the Lorp your God has 
given you, in the siege and in the distress with which your ene- 
mies shall distress you." (Deut. 28:53.) So desperate and so in- 
human will even the most sensitive and compassionate become 
that “the man who is the most tender and delicately bred among 
you will grudge food to his brother, to the wife of his bosom, and 
to the last of the children who remain to him; so that he will not 
give to any of them any of the flesh of his children whom he is 
eating, because he has nothing left him, in the siege and in the 
distress with which your enemy shall distress you in all your towns. 
The most tender and delicately bred woman among you, who 
would not venture to set the sole of her foot upon the ground 
because she is so delicate and tender, will grudge to the husband 
of her bosom, to her son and to her daughter, her afterbirth that 
comes out from between her feet and her children whom she 
bears, because she will eat them secretly, for want of all things, 
in the siege and in the distress with which your enemy shall dis- 
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tress you in your towns.” (Deut. 28:54—57; cf. Lev. 26:27 ff.; Isa. 
9:19 f.; Jer. 19:9; Lam::212054210; Ezek.’ 5:10.) And-thegsame 
judgment is threatened against Israel's oppressors (Isa. 49:24 ff.). 

17. Cannibalistic practices may be classified under two main 
heads: (a) food cannibalism, and (b) ritualistic cannibalism. 
Food cannibalism has been practiced for the satisfaction of hunger 
as a result of dire necessity or to gratify a taste for human flesh. It 
has been found among tribes in West Africa and the Indian 
tribes of North America, but also among civilized races, as the 
records of sieges and shipwrecks show. Ritualistic cannibalism, on 
the other hand, is the eating and drinking of human flesh and 
blood in order to acquire the life, virtue, and power of the victim. 
The eating of the heart of a lion is recommended for a warrior 
to make him brave. Similar motives have led to the eating of 
those slain in battle, both friends and foes. According to J..A. Mac- 
Culloch, “this sacramental transfusion of qualities and energies 
must have originated in early times, while it is found universally 
among all peoples of a low range of culture. It was also aided by 
the growing magical theory of things, and especially by that 
branch of it by which it was held that the part was equal to the 
whole, or could convey the qualities of the whole, since the nature 
of anything adheres to its parts even when they are separated from 
it. Hence, to eat even a small piece of the flesh of beast or man 
would result in the assimilation of his qualities by the eater." Re- 
. ligious cannibalism represents a blending of magic and animism. 
“The belief that by eating the dead one acquires their strength is 
scarccly to be distinguished from the purely animistic motive— 
to obtain their soul." Religious cannibalism was connected with 
all sorts of ceremonial and ritualistic regulations. Cf. J. A. Mac- 
Culloch, art. “Cannibalism,” Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, 
ed. by James Hastings (Charles Scribner's Sons, 1928), Vol. III, 
pp. 197 ff. 


Chapter 3. How Men May Ear AND DRINK WITH Jesus 


1. Cf. S. Kierkegaard's discussion of the Socratic understand- 
ing of knowledge in Philosophical Fragments, tr. by Walter 
Lowrie, 2d ed. (Princeton University Press, 1962). 

2. We have presented, with, it is hoped, some precision and 
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with appropriate clarifications, the usual interpretation of Jesus’ 
command: “Do this in remembrance of me,” namely, that we are 
to eat and drink in remembrance of Jesus and his death. However, 
J. Jeremias has offered the novel theory that the command may 
be translated, “This do, that God may remember me,” that is, 
that God may remember the Messiah by bringing about his king- 
dom in the parousia (The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, 1966, pp. 
237-255). His somewhat strained exegesis has not found accept- 
ance among scholars. D. Jones (“avapvnors in the LXX and the 
Interpretation of I Corinthians 11:25,” Journal of Theological 
Studies, N.S., Vol. 6 [1955], pp. 183-191), and H. Kosmala 
(“ ‘Das tut zu meinem Gedächtnis,’ " Novum Testamentum, Vol. 
4 [1960], pp. 81—94) have convincingly shown that this interpre- 
tation is highly improbable. Cf. also O. Michel's review of J. Jere- 
mias, “Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu," 2d ed., 1949, in Verkündi- 
gung und Forschung, 1950, pp. 224 £; E. Schweizer, The Lord's 
Supper According to the New Testament, p. 13; Norman Hook, 
The Eucharist in the New Testament, pp. 128-131, 144-150. 
A. J. B. Higgins (The Lord's Supper in the New Testament, p. 
55) states that Jeremias' interpretation has been proved untenable 
by W. C. van Unnik, “Kanttekeningen bij een nieuwe verklaring 
van de Anamnese-woorden” in Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 
Vol. IV, No. 6 (Aug., 1950), pp. 369-377. Van Unnik charac- 
terizes the proclamation of the Lord's death in I Cor. 11:26 as 
Paul's paraphrase of “Do this in remembrance of me." Because of 
my ignorance of the Dutch language I have been unable to con- 
sult this article. Cf. further J. Behm, art. "avapuvgows," Theological 
Dictionary of the New Testament, Vol. I, pp. 348 f£; N. A. Dahl, 
“Anamnesis. Mémoire et commémoration dans le christianisme 
primitif," Studia Theologica, Vol. I, Fasc. I-II (1948), pp. 69-95; 
Jakob J. Petuchowski, “Do This in Remembrance of Me,” Jour- 
nal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 76 (1957), pp. 293 ff; Marjorie H. 
Sykes, “The Eucharist as ‘Anamnesis, " The Expository Times, 
Vol. 71, pp. 115-118. 

Chief among the objections to Jeremias' interpretation are that 
there are no New Testament parallels to a Godward memorial of 
Jesus as the Messiah nor could there be now that the Messiah 
has come; that prayers concerning the parousia of Christ are di- 
rected not to God but to Jesus himself (I Cor. 16:22; Rev. 22:17, 
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20); that God has remembered his holy covenant in remembrance 
of his mercy in sending the Messiah to redeem his people (Luke 
1:54, 68-73); that his parousia is certain, only the time uncer- 
tain; that although there are both manward and Godward me- 
morials in the Old Testament, the Passover, which is obviously 
the background for I Cor. 11:24 f., was a memorial which the Is- 
raelites were to observe of how God has delivered their fathers 
and there is nothing in the Passover memorial corresponding to 
the azkarah, the notion that God is to be induced to remember 
by means of some choice sacrifice (Lev. 2:2, 9; 5:12; 24:7; Num. 
5:26). When Jeremias asks: “Was Jesus afraid that his disciples 
would forget him?" he suggests that there was more likelihood of 
God forgetting Jesus than the disciples forgetting him and that the 
church had to remind God about Jesus. As Douglas Jones points 
out, this interpretation "seems to come near to transforming the 
church into some sort of mediator between God and his Christ, 
presenting to the divine memory at every Eucharist the story of 
his obedience and sacrifice that God may remember him and so 
effect his vindication at the last day." We may well ask with John 
Knox: "Is there oblivion or forgetfulness fallen on God the Fa- 
ther? Hath He forgotten the death and passion of His Son, so that 
He needs to be brought in memory thereof by any mortal man?" 
(Cited by Norman Hook, The Eucharist in the New Testament, 
pp. 130f., from W. M. F. Scott, Theology, Vol. LXI, No. 400, 
Oct., 1953.) 

3. Didache 9; Ignatius of Antioch, Philad. (To the Philadel- 
phians) 4, Smyrn. (To the Smyrnaeans) 6; Justin Martyr, Apol. 
I (First Apology) 66. 

4. Cf. K. Barth’s indirect Christological interpretation of the 
parable in Church Dogmatics IV, 2, pp. 21-25. 

5. We cannot refrain from noting the contrast between the 
observance of the Eucharist in both Roman Catholic and Prot- 
estant services and the joyfulness associated with the Passover 
meal, not to speak of the meals the risen Christ has with his dis- 
ciples. Even the hymns sung in our services are not associated 
with Easter, but with morbid and mournful thoughts about death. 
Surely Barth’s criticism of Bach’s St. Matthew Passion is to the 
point. “We are not disputing the purely musical greatness of this 





NOTES AND REFERENCES 171 


work. But it also purports to be an exposition of Chapters 26-27 
of Matthew's Gospel. And as such it can only confuse those who 
hear it. In an almost unbroken minor it is a wonderful cloud- 
pattern of sighs and lamentations and complaints, of cries of hor- 
ror and sorrow and sympathy. It is a tragic ode culminating in a 
conventional funeral dirge (‘Rest softly’). It is neither deter- 
mined nor delimited by the Easter message, and Jesus never once 
speaks in it as the Victor. When is the Church going to realise, 
and to make it clear to the thousands and thousands who may 
have direct knowledge of the evangelical passion-story only in this 
form, that what we have here is only an abstraction and not the 
real passion of Jesus Christ?" (K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 2, 
pp. 252 f.) 

6. Cf. J. F. Keating, The Agape and the Eucharist in the Early 
Church (London, 1901; New York: AMS Press, Inc., 1969); 
R. Lee Cole, Love-Feasts: A History of the Christian Agape (Lon- 
don: Charles H. Kelly, 1916); A. J. Maclean, art. “Agape,” Has- 
tings’ Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics; G. Dix, The Shape of 
the Liturgy; Bo Reicke, “Diakonie, Festfreude und Zelos in Ver- 
bindung mit der altchristlichen Agapenfeier," Uppsala Universitet, 
Arsschrift, 1951, 5. Maclean summarizes various theories that have 
been proposed concerning the relation of Agape and Eucharist. 
(1) One widely held view is that from the beginning the Chris- 
tians celebrated the Eucharist and also a common meal to which 
some liturgical importance was attached, and which was called, 
from at least the latter part of the first century, the “Agape.” At 
first the Agape and the Eucharist were united but by reason either 
of abuses or of external persecution, they were separated in the 
latter half of the first century or the first quarter of the second. 
(2) According to another view, the Agape itself did not exist un- 
til the third century. It began as a private charity supper, becom- 
ing a more public institution in the fourth century. Though the 
early Christians had meals in common, these did not have any 
connection with the Eucharist. The term “Agape” in the writings 
: of the first two centuries was another designation for the Eu- 
charist itself. (3) In Germany, Spitta and Jülicher advanced the 
view that the Agape was the original institution and that the 
Eucharist grew out of it. This is similar to the view advanced to- 
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day by O. Cullmann, following H. Lietzmann. Although the 
term “Agape” is not mentioned in Acts and I Corinthians, there 
are specific references to “Agape” in Jude 12 and II Peter 2:13. 
The expression to “break bread" is found in Acts 2:42, 46; 20:7, 
11; 27:35. Elsewhere it—or the corresponding substantive—is 
used in connection with the feedings of the multitudes (Matt. 
14:19; 15:36 and par.), the meal at Emmaus (Luke 24:35), and 
the Last Supper (Matt. 26:26 and par; I Cor. 10:16; 11:24). 
Maclean concludes that to "break bread" was “used in the Apos- 
tolic age sometimes of an ordinary meal and sometimes as a 
technical name of the Eucharist or perhaps of the Eucharist and 
a meal combined." He believes that in I Cor. 11:17-34 a com- 
mon meal and the Eucharist were combined. 

7. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 2, p. 731. : 

8. See K. Barth, Church Dogmatics I, 2, pp. 362-454; III, 2, 
pp. 274-285; IV, 2, pp. 727-840. Cf. A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, 
tr. by A. G. Hebert (London: S.P.C.K., 1932-1939); rev. ed., 
tr. by Philip S. Watson (The Westminster Press, 1953); and the 
art. “ayardw,” Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 
Vol. I. | | 

9. Some scholars have contended that in I Cor., ch. 11, a dis- 
tinction was made between a common meal called the Agape and 
the Lord's Supper which followed it. In support of this view the 
phrase “after supper” in v. 25 is cited: “In the same way also [he 
took] the cup, after supper, saying, “This cup is the new covenant 
in my blood. Do this, as often as you drink it, in remembrance of 
me. ” But if the Supper were separate from the common meal, 
then the words concerning the bread would also have to follow 
“after supper." Actually the one meal is bracketed by the sentence 
concerning the bread and by the sentence about the cup, and both 
sentences clarify the meaning of a common eating and drinking. 
Convincing proof that the common meal was the Supper, and the 
Supper was the common meal, is given in vs. 20 and 27: “When 
you meet as a congregation, it is impossible for you to eat the 
Lord's Supper. . . . Anyone who eats the bread or drinks the 
‚cup of the Lord unworthily will be guilty of desecrating the body 
and blood of the Lord" (NEB). Clearly one meal, and not two, is 
«described in this chapter. 


I 
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10. For the above, see K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 1, pp. 
662—668. Cf. M. Barth, “A Chapter on the Church, the Body of 
Christ,” Interpretation, Vol. 12 (1958); E. Best, One Body in 
Christ. (London: S.P.C.K., 1955); C. Chavasse, The Bride of 
Christ. (London: Faber & Faber, Ltd., 1940); E. Käsemann, Leib 
und Leib Christi (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1933); E. L. Mas- 
call, Christ, the Christian and the Church (London: Longmans, 
Green & Company, Inc, 1946); A. Nygren, Christ and His 
Church, tr. by Alan Carlsten (The Westminster Press, 1956); Pius 
XII, Mystici Corporis, Acta Apostolicae sedis, Vol. 35 (1943), pp. 
193-248; A. E. J. Rawlinson, "Corpus Christi," in Mysterium 
Christi, ed. by G. K. A. Bell and G. A. Deissmann (Longmans, 
Green & Company, 1930); J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, Stud- 
ies in Biblical Theology, No. 5 (Henry Regnery Co., 1952); 
E. Schweizer, The Church as the Body of Christ. (John Knox 
Press, 1964); L. S. Thornton, The Common Life in the Body of 
Christ. (London: The Dacre Press, 1942); L. S. Thornton, “The 
Body of Christ in the New Testament," in The Apostolic Min- 
istry, ed. by K. E. Kirk, 2d ed. (Morehouse-Goreham Company, 
Inc., 1947); T. F. Torrance, The Royal Priesthood (Edinburgh: 
Oliver & Boyd, Ltd., 1955). 

11. Note the play on words: «pina and dtarpivov in v. 29, 
Otokptvosev and Erpıvoueda in v. 31, xpivopevor and kararpıdan.ev 


` in v. 32, and «pípua in v. 34. 


12. For what follows, see C. E. B. Cranfield, “Diakonia in the 
New Testament," and C. W. H. Lampe, “Diakonia in the Early 
Church," in Service in Christ: Essays Presented to Karl Barth on 
His 80th Birthday, ed. by James I. McCord and T. H. L. Parker 
(Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1967). Cf. articles on 
Staxovéw, Staxovia, 8uxkovos, and 8ovAos in Theological Dictionary 


-of the New Testament, Vol. II. The root meaning of diakonein is 


to wait on table. This is the sense in which it is used in John 2:5, 
9; 12:2; and in Acts 6:2. Thus the angels are said to have waited 
on or ministered to Jesus (Matt. 4:11; Mark 1:13). Peter's 
mother-in-law, whom Jesus cured of a fever, “rose and served 
him" (Matt. 8:15). Martha, distracted with much serving, com- 
plained that Mary had left her “to serve alone" (Luke 10:40). 
According to the parable in Luke 12:35-40, the Master will “come 
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and serve [wait on]" his servants, though it is the duty of slaves 
to "wait on" their master first before they eat and drink (Luke 
17:8-10). Paul wanted the slave Onesimus to “wait on" him on 
Philemon's behalf during his imprisonment for the gospel. From 
the root meaning of waiting on table, diakonein and its cognates 
are used to refer to a service of the physical and material needs 
of men. Thus diakonein is used in Matt. 25:44 to refer to the vari- 
ous services rendered to the hungry and thirsty, the naked, the 
sick, and those in prison. In Acts 11:29; 12:25; Rom. 15:25, 31; 
II Cor. 8:4, 19 £.; 9:1, 12 f., it has reference to the collection for 
the brethren in Jerusalem. In I Peter 4:11, where diakonein is 
contrasted with lalein (“speak”), it doubtless refers to the relief of 
physical needs (cf. Heb. 6:10). There are three passages in the 
New Testament in which diakonos clearly denotes the holder of a 
particular office: Phil. 1:1; I Tim. 3:8, 12. In Philippians the 
diakonoi are linked with, though mentioned after, the episkopot. 
Similarly in I Timothy the section on the diakonoi follows im- 
mediately that on episkopoi. As Cranfield observes, “in neither 
passage are the functions of a diakonos indicated." But the fact 
that, while aptness to teach (included in the section on episkopot) 
is omitted from the requirements of a diakonos, and the fact that 
the diakonoi are admonished to be “not double-tongued, not 
given to much wine, not greedy of filthy lucre," suggests that they 
held the dual office of attending tables in the church and of han- 
dling money for the assistance of the poor. 

- 13. Justin, Apol. I, 65, 67. 

14. Ignatius, Trall. (To the Trallians) 2. 

15. Hippolytus, Apostolic Tradition 23. 

16. There is no doubt that from an early date only the baptized 
were permitted to participate at the Lord's Supper. We would 
contend that only those who have been baptized (and confirmed, 
if they were baptized in infancy) should be permitted to preach, 
teach, pray, preside at the Supper, serve as waiters or deacons to 
prepare and serve the meals, and to exercise oversight in the con- 
gregation. But if the Lord's Supper is an act of love in remem- 
brance of Jesus and in obedience to his command to feed the least 
of his brethren, how can it refuse food and drink to hungry un- 
baptized children? How can it refuse to offer hospitality to strang- 
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ers, if it does not refuse to them the Word of eternal life in the 
gospel? When a stranger is moved by the Spirit to confess Christ, 
he should be baptized as soon as possible and be made a “full 
communicant.” As Geoffrey Wainwright remarks: “How long did 
the Philippian jailer have to wait before he was baptized . . . and 
the (eucharistic) table was spread (Acts 16:25—34)?" Cf. his 
somewhat different but careful examination of the question of the 
relation of Baptism to the Eucharist in Eucharist and Eschatology, 
pp. 128-135, 204. Since we have touched here upon church disci- 
pline, it is well to note that while Paul urged the Corinthians to 
excommunicate idolaters and immoral persons from their mem- 
bership, it was to be an evangelical bann. They were to deliver 
the man who was living with his father's wife "to Satan for the 
destruction of the flesh that his spirit may be saved in the day of 
the Lord Jesus." The purpose of church discipline is the salvation 
of offenders. It is not to be exercised self-righteously or lovelessly. 
“Ought you not rather to mourn?" 

17. While I have found extremely suggestive an offprint of a 
sermon by Helmut Gollwitzer on Matt. 25:31-34 for Worte am 
Sonntag—heute gesagt, Band I, 5 (Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 
1973), he goes too far when he directly identifies God with the 
poor. It is better to keep to his own statement: “ ‘Gott in 
Christus,' wie wir theologisch sagen, das ist Gott in seinen gering- 
sten Brüdern." Cf. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 1, p. 106: 
“According to Mt. 25:31 f. the criterion at His judgment will be 
the question what we have done or not done to Him in the person 
of the least of His brethren. They are not identical with Him, but 
they are witnesses . . . of the poverty which He accepted to 
establish that fellowship between God and man which is given to 
the world and gives light to the Christian community, witnesses 
of the wealth which in Him is given secretly to the world and 
openly to the Christian community in that fellowship." Cf. also 
Vol. III, 2, pp. 507 f. 

18. In his pioneering work Eucharist and Eschatology, Geot- 
frey Wainwright has nghtly pointed out that older treatises on 
the Eucharist in the West dealt with the Eucharist under three 
aspects. First, “they dealt with the presence of Christ in or at the 
sacrament, and particularly with the relation between the bread 
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and the wine and that presence. . . . The notion of an advent of 
the Lord to his people in a visitation of judgment and salvation 
fared rather badly.” Secondly, they were concerned with the rela- 
tion between the cross of Christ and the sacrificial nature of the 
Eucharist. “Theologians saw the Eucharist as looking back to the 
past event of the Lord’s death much more than as looking forward 
to the future event of His coming; they were concerned with the 
relation between present and past rather than with the relation 
between present and future.” Thirdly, they were concerned with 
the individual communicant’s present union with his Lord rather 
than with the Eucharist as the common meal of the whole 
churchly people of God in the last days, and with its relation to 
the Messiah’s banquet in the kingdom. Although eschatology has 
been in vogue in the twentieth century, due to the work of New 
Testament scholars, notably, Johannes Weiss, Albert Schweitzer, 
C. H. Dodd, J. Jeremias, R. Bultmann, O. Cullmann, and W. G. 
Kiimmel, and of systematic theologians such as W. Kreck, J. Molt- 
mann, and G. Sauter, Wainwright observes that there has not 
been “anything like a satisfactory attempt to bring into systematic 
relation this newly discovered eschatology and the theology of the 
Euchanist.” 

Exegetes who have taken the eschatological dimension into 
consideration in their treatments of the Lord’s Supper, notably 
O. Cullmann, E. Schweizer, and A. J. B. Higgins, have “worked 
under the spell (whether succumbed to or struggled against) of 
H. Lietzmann's theory of the two types of primitive Eucharist: 
the eschatological joy-meal of the Jerusalem Church, and the 
Pauline memorial of the death of Christ. They have not made too 
close reference in this connection to the vexed questions of the 
general eschatology of the New Testament, let alone to the sys- 
tematic problems of interpreting ‘present’ and ‘future.’” The 
eschatology that informs Wainwright's own presentation is not one- 
sided or extreme. It is not the futurist eschatology of A. Schweit- . 
zer, nor the realized eschatology of C. H. Dodd, nor the existen- 
tialist eschatology of R. Bultmann. While critical of O. Cull- 
mann's linear view of time, Wainwright believes that eschatology 
needs the horizontal model of the Heilsgeschichte view and the 
vertical model. He is sympathetic to W. Kreck's emphasis upon 
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Jesus Christ as the One who has come, who continues to come in 
a hidden manner, and who will come again in glory. But with 
J. Moltmann he wants to guard against reducing what is still to 
come to a “mere revelation.” It is strange that Wainwright makes 
no mention of K. Barth’s eschatology. (See Church Dogmatics 
III, 2, pp. 437-640; IV, 3, pp. 292-367, 902-942.) 

The weakness of Wainwright's otherwise excellent work lies, 
we believe, in the acceptance of a sacramental interpretation of 
the Lord's Supper. He grants that “the strongest strand in biblical 
and dominical teaching on the relation between the eucharist and 
the final messianic feasting” is the view that “the eucharist is 
rightly, and adequately set into relation with the final kingdom 
if it is viewed as an (anticipatory) feeding with Christ, at His 
table, on the fruits of the new creation" (Wainwright’s italics). 
But he believes that this "strongest strand . . . does not seem to 
do justice to the theme of John 6 and its imagery of feeding on 
Christ" (p. 106), though he adds that "it must be admitted that 
John 6 is the only part of the New Testament to speak directly of 
feeding on Christ." While he wishes to avoid "any doctrine of 
the eucharistic elements of bread and wine which threatens to give 
more prominence to Christ as food than to Christ as host and 
table-fellow" (p. 108), he goes on *to define more precisely a 
causal relation between eucharistic communion and participation 
in the kingdom of God" on the basis of his interpretation of John 
6:53—58. “The sacramental food of the eucharist is our food for 
eternal life" (p. 111). If it does not exactly possess medicinal and 
remedial powers, it begins “the transformation of the communi- 
cant which . . . will be completed only through the resurrec- 
tion" (pp. 112f.). The Eucharist is not only "expressive" but 
"creative of the church’s unity" (pp. 115-117, 141-143). But 
Wainwright is so cautious and reserved concerning the alleged 
"effects" caused by eating and drinking Christ's flesh and blood 
in the Eucharist that one has the impression that he does not find 
this train of thought too congenial to his eschatological view of 
the Lord's Supper. He accepts “the image of the body of Christ 

. as a valuable expression of the truth that it is only as we are 
in Christ and Christ lives in us that we share in eternal life . . . 
but the image is a dangerous one if it is not balanced by others" 


178 NOTES AND REFERENCES 


(p. 114). Toward the end of his book Wainwright offers a num- 
ber of reasons why an eschatological understanding of the Eu- 
charist declined in the church. First, he mentions the disappoint- 
ment of the church's expectation of an early parousia. He 
believes that this factor no longer applies to the same extent be- 
cause now it is better realized that the nearness of the parousia 
is much more a question of quality than of chronological quantity. 

But does this get at the heart of the matter? It is true that very 
early the church lost the New Testament's vivid sense of the im- 
minent return of the Lord. But what evidence is there that the 
church was disappointed? Did it not come to understand itself. as 
having been founded, authorized, and empowered by Jesus to be 
the channel and the means by which Christ and his benefits or 
merits were made present in and by the sacraments? Did it not 
believe that by means of a dramatic liturgy the events of Christ's 
life, including his death and resurrection, were reenacted, rep- 
resented, and realized? Was not eschatology realized in the 
church's sacramental ministry through lawfully ordained clergy 
who stood in a historical episcopal or presbyterial succession? 
Could the church not then be reconciled to a belief—utterly for- 
eign to the New Testament—in the Parousieverzógerung (delay 
of the parousia)? Indeed, have not modern Protestant scholars 
been repeating ad nauseam that Jesus, the apostles, and the early 
church were mistaken, deceived, deluded, and disappointed con- 
cerning the imminent return of the Lord? Have they not been per- 
petuating the error of the scoffers in the New Testament itself, 
who asked: “Where is the promise of his coming? For ever since 
the fathers fell asleep, all things have continued as they were from 
the beginning of creation" (II Peter 3:4)? Must we not take seri- 
ously Peter's admonition: "But do not ignore this one fact, be- 
loved, that with the Lord one day is as a thousand years, and a 
thousand years as one day. The Lord is not slow about his promise 
as some count slowness, but is forbearing toward you, not wishing 
that any should perish, but that all should reach repentance" (II 
Peter 3:8 f.). If according to Rom. 15:13 we abound in hope by 
the power of the Holy Spirit (cf. Gal. 5:5; II Thess. 2:16), will 
not the Eucharist become an eschatological meal through a little 
experience of the consolation of the Holy Spirit himself? 
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19. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 3, p. 293. Cf. A. Oepke, 
art. “rapovoia,” Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 
Vol. V, pp. 858-871. 

20. For the concept of the covenant, see the articles by Gott- 
fried Quell and Johannes Behm on iab in Theological Dic- 
tionary of the New Testament, Vol. II, pp. 106—134; and K. Barth, 
Church Dogmatics IV, 1, pp. 22-34, 54-66. 

2l. Cf. G. Wainwright, op. cit., pp. 19 ff. 

22. "[The Church] has certainly not succeeded in making it 
[Israel] jealous, in making clear to it the nearness of the kingdom 
of the Son of David, in making Jesus of Nazareth dear and desir- 
able and inviting to it. In this sense the Church as a whole has 
made no convincing impression on the Jew as a whole. It has de- 
bated with him, tolerated him, persecuted him, or abandoned him 
to persecution without protest. What is worse, it has made bap- 
tism an entrance card into the best European society. It has seri- 
ously sought the conversion of individuals. But for the most part 
it has not done for the Jews the only real thing which it can do, 
attesting the manifested King of Israel and Savior of the world, 
the imminent kingdom, in the form of the convincing witness 
of its own existence. And thus it still owes everything to those to 
whom it is indebted for everything. This failure, which is often 
unconscious, or perhaps concealed by all kinds of justifiable or 
unjustifiable countercharges against the Jews, is one of the darkest 
chapters in the whole history of Christianity and one of the most 
serious of all wounds in the body of Christ." (K. Barth, Church 
Dogmatics IV, 3, p. 878.) 

23. From the hymn “Arm of the Lord, Awake, Awake!" by 
William Shrubsole, 1759-1829. 

24. From the hymn “Zion’s King Shall Reign Victorious,” by 
Thomas Kelly, 1769-1854. 

25. Cf. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 3, pp. 350 ff. 

26. For this insight I am indebted to Walter Lüthi, “Land der 
Sorgen," in Was die Welt zusammenhält (Basel: Verlag Friedrich 
Reinhardt A.C.). | 

27. The interpretations of eztoóctov, found only in Matt. 6:11 
and Luke 11:3, have been numerous: daily, for today, for the 
morrow, for the future, sufficient, necessary for existence, allotted, 
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appointed. John Lowe has stated: “The unpalatable fact is that 
we do not know the Aramaic word which lies behind zmiovoros, 
nor the meaning of &miovoros itself, and we can only indulge in 
guesswork" (The Interpretation of the Lord's Prayer [Evanston, 
Ill, 1956], p. 19). Following an examination of the Codices 
Sergii, D. Y. Hadidian has come to the conclusion that the mean- 
ing of the verse is: “Set before us this day (or each day) the bread 
of continuity" (“The Meaning of &riovoros and the Codices Ser- 
gii," New Testament Studies, Vol. 5, 1958-1959, pp. 75-81). In 
recent years a number of scholars have taken the fourth petition 
to refer to the coming kingdom and its feast, notably, A. Schweit- 
zer (Die Mystik des Apostels Paulus, 1930, pp. 233-35), J. Jere- 
mias (Jesus als Weltvollender, 1930, pp. 52 £; “Das Vater-Unser 
im Lichte der neueren Forschung," Abba, 1966, pp. 165—167), 
and E. Lohmeyer (Das Vater-Unser, 1947, pp. 92-110). G. Wain- 
wright, after an exhaustive survey of the literature, stresses this 
eschatological interpretation. However, he seems to agree with 
Lohmeyer that “the bread for which we pray is at one and the 
same time both earthly bread to meet the hunger and need of the 
present day, and also the future bread which will satisfy the elect 
in the eschatological kingdom and is already given to us in antic- 
ipation. . . . Lohmeyer is prepared to see the church's eucharist, 
itself likewise standing astride present and future, as ‘germinally 
present’ in the ambivalent petition for bread in Jesus’ prayer" 
(op. cit., p. 34). Cf. Raymond E. Brown, “The Pater Noster as 
an Eschatological Prayer,” New Testament Essays (Bruce Pub- 
lishing Company, 1965, pp. 217-253). 

28. The eating and drinking described in Rev., chs. 21 and 22, 
is not called the marriage supper, though the invitation to the 
supper is repeated in 22:17. Mathias Rissi, The Future of the 
World: An Exegetical Study of Revelation 19:11-22:15 (London: 
SCM Press, Ltd., 1972), observes that “present day interpretation 
of the Revelation of John is on the whole in agreement that Rev. 
19:11—16 describes the return of Christ." If this interpretation is 
correct, then Rev. 19:6-9 speaks of the marriage supper of the 
Lamb as an anticipation of his return and of an eating of the tree 
of life and of a drinking of the river of life in a new heaven and 
earth. 
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Appendix I. WHETHER Jesus Is 
EATEN IN THE LORD’s SUPPER 


1. O. Cullmann and F. J. Leenhardt, Essays on the Lord's 
Supper, tr. by J. G. Davies (John Knox Press, 1958). 

2. H. Lietzmann, Messe und Herrenmahl, 3d ed. (Berlin, 
1955). 

3. Bishop Sarapion’s Prayer-Book, ed. by John Wordsworth 
(Archon Books, 1964). 

-~ 4. The Library of Christian Classics, Vol. I, Early Christian 
Fathers, ed. by Cyril C. Richardson et al. (The Westminster 
Press, 1953), pp. 161-179. 

5. The Treatise on the Apostolic Tradition of St. Hippolytus 
of Rome, Bishop and Martyr, ed. by Gregory Dix (London: 
S.P.C.K., 1968). 

6. Ignatius, Eph. (To the Ephesians) 20. 

7. Ibid., 5. 

8. Ignatius, Philad. 4. 

9. Ignatius, Smyrn. 7. 

10. Ignatius, Trall. 2. 

11. Justin, Apol. I, 65-67. The Library of Christian Classics, 
Vol. I, pp. 285-288. 

12. J. H. Srawley, “Eucharist,” Hasting's Encyclopedia of Re- 
ligion and Ethics, Vol. V, p. 547. 

13. Augustine, de Cat. Rud. XXVI. 

14. Augustine, Tract. in Johann. XXVI, 15, 11. 

15. Ibid., LXXX, 3. 

16. Augustine, En. in Ps. III, 1. 

17. Augustine, Serm. CXII, 5. 

18. Augustine, Tract. in Johann. XXV, 12. 

19. Augustine, En. in Ps. I, 10. 

ZU Id WII. 

21. Augustine, Serm. CCXXXIV, 2. 

22. Darwell Stone, A History of the Doctrine of the Holy 
Eucharist, Vol. I (1909), p. 83. 

23. Augustine, On Baptism, V, 9. 

24. Augustine, Serm. LXXI, 17. 

25. We shall forgo a discussion of the development of the 
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conception of the Eucharist as a sacrifice and of the development 
of Ignatius’ idea that it is “the medicine of immortality.” Nor 
will we show how the rise of sacerdotalism was a natural and in- 
evitable outgrowth of sacramentalism. To this day the one essen- 
tial difference between the so-called clergy and the laity has been 
the power of the former to administer the sacraments. Nor will 
we discuss the tortuous debates in the sixteenth century which 
unhappily led to the schism between the Lutherans and the Re- 
formed. For a comprehensive history, see Darwell Stone, A His- 
tory of the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, Vols. I and II, 1909. 

26. See appended bibliography for a list of Zwingli’s works on 
the sacraments. 

27. Zwingli, Latin Works, Vol. III, p. 181. 

28. Ibid., p. 181. 

29. Ibid., p. 182. 

30. Ibid., p. 182. 

31. Ibid., p. 183. 

32. bid p. 184. 

33. The Library of Christian Classics, Vol. XXIV, p. 131. 

34. Zwingli, Latin Works, Vol. II, p. 46. 

35. Ibid., pp. 47 f. 

36. A translation of Eck’s “Refutation” is to be found in 
Zwingli, Latin Works, Vol. II. 

37 bid. p.112 

38. Ibid., p. 113. 

59 bid palit. 

40. Ibid., p. 117. 

41. Ibid., p. 122. 

42. Ibid., p. 124. 

43. Ibid., p. 124. 

44. The Library of Christian Classics, Vol. XXIV, p. 258. 

45. Ibid., p. 258. 

46. At the conclusion of his treatment of the omnipresence of 
God in Church Dogmatics (II, 1, p. 487), Karl Barth referred to 
“the unfortunate controversy which arose out of the eucharistic 
conflict and in the 16th and 17th centuries separated the Lu- 
theran and Reformed Schools in respect of the ubiquity of the 
human nature of Christ and especially the ubiquity of His body.” 
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Barth showed how both sides went astray through an erroneous 
understanding of Christ’s omnipresence and proposed a new 
statement which he hoped would overcome the distressing schism 
in the evangelical church. 

47. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 4, p. 128. 

48. Richard Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienreli- 
gionen, 3d ed. (Stuttgart, 1927); Das iranische Erlösungs-myste- 
rium (Leipzig, 1921); Die Vorgeschichte der christlichen Taufe 
(Berlin, 1929). 

49. The fifth and sixth editions appeared in 1964 and 1967 
with a foreword by R. Bultmann. 

50. Hugo Rahner, Greek Myths and Christian Mystery (Har- 
per & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1963), p. 8. : 

51. Ibid., p. 9. 

52. F. Cumont, The Oriental Religions in Roman Paganism, 
tr. by Grant Showerman (Open Court Publishing Co., 1911). 

53. C. Clemen, Religionsgeschichtliche Erklárung des Neuen 
Testament (Giessen: Topelmann, 1909); Der Einfluss der My- 
sterienreligionen auf das dlteste Christentum (Giessen: Topel- 
mann, 1913). 

54. Rahner, op. cit., p. 10. 

55. Evangelisches Kirchenlexikon, Vol. II (Gottingen, 1958), 

1475. 

a 56. Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Vol. IV, p. 
824. 

57. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 4, pp. 109 f. 

58. Cf. A. J. B. Higgins, The Lord’s Supper in the New Testa- 
ment, pp. 20 f.; J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, pp. 
84 ff 


59. E. Schweizer, The Lord’s Supper According to the New 
Testament, p. 31. 

60. R. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, pp. 70- 
21: | 

61. “Sacrament and the Common Meal,” Studies in the Gos- 
pels: Essays in Memory of R. H. Lightfoot, ed. by D. E. Nineham 
(Oxford: B. Blackwell, 1955), p. 203. 

62. Jeremias, op. cit., pp. 211 f. 

63. Higgins, op. cit., pp. 52 f. 
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64. The longer form is found in the earliest uncials, Sinaiticus, 
Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, Ephraemi, Freerianus (Aleph, ABCW), 
and in the vast majority of the later MSS. and versions. The 
shorter form is found in the Codex Bezae (D), in several MSS. 
of the Old Latin version, and in the Syriac versions. For an ex- 
tensive discussion of the long and the short texts, see J. Jeremias, 
op. cit., pp. 128-159; The Ministry and the Sacraments, ed. by 
R. Dunkerley, pp. 274-286. 

65. For the exegesis of John 6:51—58, cf. the following: C. K. 
Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John (London: S.P.C.K., 
1962), and New Testament Essays (London: S.P.C.K., 1972); 
J. H. Bernard, The Gospel According to St. John, International 
Critical Commentary, Vol. I. (Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1929); 
P. Borgen, Bread from Heaven (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1965); G. 
Bornkamm, “Die eucharistische Rede im Johannes-Evangelium,” 
Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, Vol. 47 
(1956); O. S. Brooks, “Johannine Eucharist: Another Interpre- 
tation,” Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 82 (1963); Raymond 
E. Brown, The Gospel According to John; J. Edgar Bruns, The 
Art and Thought of John (Herder & Herder, Inc., 1969); R. Bult- 
mann, The Gospel of John; John Calvin, The Gospel According 
to St. John, 1-10, Calvin’s Commentaries, ed. by D. W. and 
T. F. Torrance (Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1959); C. H. 
Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 1953); James D. C. Dunn, "John VI—A Eucha- 
ristic Discourse?" New Testament Studies, Vol. 17 (1970); E. C. 
Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel; A. M. Hunter, The Gospel Accord- 
ing to John (Cambridge University Press, 1965); E. Lohse, “Wort 
und Sakrament im Johannesevangelium," New Testament Stud- 
ies, Vol. 7 (1960-1961); Martin Luther, Sermons on the Gospel 
of St. John: Chs. 6-8, Luther's Works, Vol. XXIII (Concordia 
Publishing House, 1959); C. H. C. MacGregor, “Eucharist in the 
Fourth Gospel," New Testament Studies, Vol. 9 (1963); John 
Marsh, The Gospel of St. John (Penguin Books, Ltd., 1968); 
l'rancis John Moore, "Eating the Flesh and Drinking the Blood: 
A Reconsideration," Anglican Theological Review, Vol. 48 (1966); 
Leon Morris, The Gospel According to John (Wm. B. Eerdmans 
Publishing Co., 1971); V. Ruland, "Sign and Sacrament; John's 
Bread of Life Discourse (Chap. 6)," Interpretation, Vol. 18 
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(1964); J. N. Sanders and B. A. Mastin, A Commentary on the 
Gospel According to St. John (Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 
1968); H. Schürmann, “Joh. vi. 51c—ein Schlüssel zur grossen 
johanneischen Brotrede," Biblische Zeitschrift, 2 (1958); W. 
Wilkens, “Das Abendmahlszeugnis im vierten Evangelium,” 
Evangelische Theologie, Vol. 18 (1958); E. Schweizer, “Das jo- 
hanneische Zeugnis vom Herrenmahl," Evangelische Theologie, 
Vol. 12 (1952-1953). 

66. Brown, The Gospel According to John, p. 274. 

67. Bultmann, The Gospel of John, pp. 234-237. But see the 
article by James D. C. Dunn for a critique of Bultmann's thesis. 

68. A remarkable parallel may be found in Jonah 1:11-15. 
“Then they [the sailors] said to Jonah, ‘What shall we do to you, 
that the sea may quiet down for us?' For the sea grew more and 
more tempestuous. He said to them, "Take me up and throw me 
into the sea; then the sea will quiet down for you; for I know it is 
because of me that this great tempest has come upon you.’ Never- 
theless the men rowed hard to bring the ship back to land, but 
they could not, for the sea grew more and more tempestuous 
against them. Therefore they cried to the Lord, “We beseech thee, 
O Lord, let us not perish for this man's life, and lay not on us 
innocent blood; for thou, O Lord, hast done as it pleased thee.' So 
they took up Jonah and threw him into the sea; and the sea ceased 
from its raging." Thus were the Gentile sailors saved through the 
vicarious sacrifice of Jonah and through their shedding of innocent 
blood—a sign of “one greater than Jonah.” 

69. Of course the New Testament knows of another abiding or 
dwelling of Christ in believers through the Holy Spirit (cf. John 
14:16 f.; 15:1-7, 10; I John 2:10, 14, 17, 24, 27, 28; 3:6, 24; 4:12- 
16; II John 9b), whereby there is an abiding in Christ, in his love, 
in his commandments, and in his doctrine. "I live, yet not I, but 
Christ lives in me." (Gal. 2:20, KJV.) He dwells in the hearts of 
men by faith (Eph. 3:17) and the Spirit dwells in them (James 
4:5; Rom. 8:9, 11; I Cor. 3:16; II Cor. 6:16; II Tim. 1:14). By 
this second abiding through the Spirit we know that Christ is in 
the Father, and we in him, and he in us. But even this abiding 
through the Spirit is nowhere said to be the result or effect of a 
eucharistic eating and drinking. 
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Appendix II. Tue Case or “Tue Ucry, Broan Drrcg" 
AND THE LEUENBERG AGREEMENT OF 1973 


1. “On the Proof of the Spirit and of Power,” in G. E. 
Lessing, Theological Writings, tr. by Henry Chadwick (London, 
1956), p. 55. 

2. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 1, p. 287. 

3. Lessing, op. cit., p. 53. 

4. Sgren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, tr. 
by David F. Swenson and Walter Lowrie (Princeton University 
Press, 1941), pp. 59-113. 

5. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, 1, pp. 283-357. 

6. G. Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk (1888), Vol. 
111,2, 

7. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics IV, I, pp. 295 f. 

8. Ibid., IV, 2, p. 40; cf. pp. 50, 55, 107. 
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to glorify God, 59 f. 

unworthy (improper). See 
Lord's Supper 

vegetarian, 50 

Witness to eating and drink- 

ing (food and drink as 
signs, testimonies, proc- 
lamation): 

atoning sacrifice, 137 

blood of the covenant, 41, 
84, 135 

creation and preservation, 
40, 68 

forgiveness, 43 

holiness of God, 44 

holiness of Israel, 44 

Jesus Christ, 17 f., 62 f., 

65 


blood of, 25, 41, 84, 
123 


body of, 41, 123 

bread of life, 24, 28 ff., 
59, 68, 82, 114, 139 

death of, 30 f., TT. 
528020993 127: 
138 


3 
flesh of, 43, 84 
food of eternal life, 28, 


30 

future bread, 114 

Giver of food and 
drink, 17, 24, 59 

Giver of water of life, 
24, 31 

Savior of the world, 28, 
68 
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true paschal lamb, 28, 
137 


justification, 157 
love of God, 16, 83 
reconciliation, 42 f., 59, 


resurrection (life), 69, 84, 
7 


sanctification, 157 

sin (guilt), 43, 157 

water of life (Holy Spirit), 
31, 37 


Famine (lack of food), 20, 79, 


104, 115, 167 f. 


God: 


activity (work), 19, 27, 60, 
63, 70, 116, 133, 160 
of revelation, 131 ff. 
of salvation, 27, 128, 131, 
149 
all life lived in relation to, 


commandment (permission), 
15:f15923: 151515556, 38, 
43, 46, 59 

covenant, 9, 24 f., 27, 36, 68, 
12, 104 f. 170 

Creator (creation, preserva- 
tion sek 35440, 42; 
76007022, L52164 

existence of God and idols, 


51 f. 
faithfulness, 42, 104 f. 
Father, 9, 30, 33, 35, 66, 68, 
VbES (O01 0530100113; 
110.2, 20 5212482 1139; 
142, 146, 151, 161, 
170, 185 
giver of food and drink, 17 
glory, 59 f., 77, 116 
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grace, 9, 15, 66 f., 72, 79 f. 

holiness, 44 

judgment, 86, 157, 161, 167 

kingdom of (heaven), 24, 69, 
71, OZO Ff. * 102 f; 
1057107 HINIS 
136, 169, 177 

living, 31, 34 f., 77 

love, 16, 68, 74, 79 ff. 

mercy, 67, 71, 86, 95, 125 

omnipresence, 128, 151 

power, 27, 132, 164 

promises, 101, 104 

Reconciler (reconciliation), 
28, 35,42 f., 60 f., 70, 
10171527154 

Redeemer (redemption), 
23,121.59 8510705130, 
138 

righteousness, 25, 35 

water of life, 35 

wrath, 157, 161 f. 

Word, 60 f., 77, 97, 103 £., 
120, 150, 158 

Gospel, 25 f., 49, 57, 61, 75, 
89, 141, 155 


Holy Spirit, 31—38, 60, 64, 74, 
76, 80, 104, 106, 110 £., 
116, 126, 139, 142 f., 155, 
160 £., 175 

baptism of, 37, 162 
communion (fellowship), 
Creator, 74 
effects (work) of, 37 
abiding of, in Christ, 185 
church, church's ministry, 
St. 
consolation, 178 
faith, 37 f., 65, 79, 85, 
110%, 124%: 
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frees, 38, 60, 63, 80 f. 
love, 80 ff., 110 f. 
reveals, grants knowledge, 
37.£571, 76,81, 85, 95, 
100, 110 f., 117, 127, 
131 f. 
washes (cleanses), 36, 162 
filioque, 35 
gifts of, 24, 134 
outpouring, 31, 35f. 80, 
102 f., 105, 128, 135, 
161 
parousia, 102 f. 
presence, presence of Jesus, 
38)963 t.,: 69 £7; 74, 96, 
103, 111, 117, 126, 
128514451152; 154 
promise of, 110 f. 
promised, 110 
quickens (life-giving), 32, 
147 


unmediated, 37, 126, 154 
water of life (living water), 
24, 30-37, 110 f. 
Hunger (hungry), 8, 20, 28, 
33 1547, 74,83, 90,93 th, 
114, 174, 180 


Israel (Jews), 9, 26, 44 f., 59, 
71:-4.,:91,+103 E., 107 £., 
144, 146 f., 161, 164, 166, 
179 | 


Jesus Christ: 

ascension, 30, 106, 139, 
146 f., 149, 161 . 

blood, 45, 56—59, 62, 65, 70, 
73, 78, 83-86, 106, 
PISIS UC DEZE 
134 £., 137-148, 154, 
159; 172,077 
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body, 53, 57 f., 62, 70, 78, 
83-86, 90,  119f, 
122 6.08.96. ff5351135, 
137-148, 154, 159, 
172,177 

Bridegroom, 25 f., 102, 104- 
108, 110 

Bread of life (eternal, from 
heaven, of God, true), 
22, 24, 28-31, 38, 57, 
59, 68, 82, 101, 106, 
114 f., 117, 119 f., 139- 
144, 147 

commandment fulfilled in, 
LUST, 208722. 100238, 
59,117 


contemporaneous, 63, 149, 


covenant fulfilled in, 24 f., 
27, 36, 55, 59, 84, 104, 
106 

death (cross, crucifixion, sac- 
rifice), 10, 22, 30-34, 
43 f., 57, 59-65, 67, 69, 
80, 82-86, 103, 106, 
Di G PFO. 1122; 
125, 130£., 135, 137- 
1487 TST E154. 157, 
161, 170, 176, 178 

election, 25, 35, 85, 104 

extra nos, pro nobis, pro 
mundo, 38 

flesh, 25, 30 £., 43, 56 f., 65, 
69, 104, 120f., 123, 
137-148, 177 

Giver of food and drink, 
1721123. 425, :06, 101, 
111, 117, 139 f. 

Giver of water of life, 24, 
31 f., 34-37, 59, 110 f., 
117, 162 
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incarnation (descent), 30, 
104, 120 ff., 139, 146 f., 
1307122 

justification, 24, 31, 131, 
152,154 

Kingdom of God (heaven). 
See God 

Lamb of God (paschal lamb, 
Passover Lamb), 28, 34, 
430207 Susan, 102; 
104 ff., 108 fŒ., 115 f., 
132, 137 £., 180 

life of the world, 141 

light of the world, 141 

Messiah (king), 28f., 33, 
3245104]: 101 MOS, 1312 
147, 169 f., 176 

miracles (wonder-worker? ), 
17-30 

omnipresence, 63, 128, 149, 
151, 182 f. 

one means of grace, 10, 54, 
124,128, 143 

one Mediator of faith, grace, 
salvation, 10, 54, 148, 
IE 

one mystérion, 131 f., 152 

one sacrament of creation 
and salvation, 30, 152 

parousia (coming again, im- 
minent), 44, 70, 101- 
106, 108, 111-115, 
149, 169 £., 176 ff. 

person, 62, 64, 104, 147 

preexistence, 139 

presence. See Lord’s Supper: 
Ethical act; Sacrament 

presence of, 63 f., 93 f., 108, 
1115114182 f. 

presence in the Spirit. See 
Holy Spirit 

Reconciler (reconciliation), 
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17,28) 35943-4455, 
595 63; *70,.:97,. 101, 
IlbolB 143 0152, 
ISa 

Redeemer (redemption), 24, 
28, 65, 70, 111, 115, 
129, 130; 133 

resurrection (risen Lord), 
1797642? 16912 184 f., 
101-106, 111, 114f., 
122344130 £2! 195," 141, 
14475146, 14918. 154, 
157, 161 

revelation, 39, 61, 64, 69, 
76, 93, 97, 100, 102, 
106, 141 

sanctification, 24, 31, 131 

Savior (salvation), 22, 24, 
25,137, 65969 L, 81, 
420513179357 HT; 
143, 149; 161 

servant (minister), 97 f. 

Son of God, 17, 30, 35, 60, 
7157976) 80.£5:95, 3104, 
116, 131, 139, 150 f., 
170 

Son of man, 30, 56-57, 98, 
103, 139, 143, 146- 
147 

suffering (passion, compas- 
sion), ^21, 33167, 111, 
1275447, 1Y0 f 

unity of divinity and human- 
ity, 30, 104, 128, 139, 
147 


wisdom, 17, 131 

Word of God, 17, 25, 59 £., 
69, 93, 97, 104, 120 f., 
150, 152, 154 


Law, 26, 61, 136, 146, 154 
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Lord’s Supper (See also Eating 
and drinking) : 
Ethical act, 10 f., 63 f., 78, 
81, 83, 89, 98, 128, 134 
Agape, 78-100, 102, 110, 
I71f 


basis of. See Holy Spirit; 
Jesus Christ: command- 
ment, resurrection 

confession, 64, 73, 126 

diakonia (service), 89-96, 
173 í: 

Eucharist, 65-78, 102, 
110, 171 £., 175-178 
faith, 63 f., 65-79, 100, 
110712311434 148 
hope, 64, 70, 78, 100- 

117, 128, 139, 148, 160 
humility, 96-99 
joy, 70, 73-77, 92, 138 £., 
148, 170 f. 


koinönia (fellowship), 70, 
75, 82,86 ff, 92; 100 
love, 64, 70, 77, 78-100, 
107, 109 ff., 128, 139, 
148, 160, 174 

Marriage Supper (Messi- 
anic feast), 100-117 

peace, 56 

praise (celebration), 69, 
LTD A 

prayer, 66, 75, 88 f. 

proclamation, 39, 57, 60— 
64, 78, 82, 84-86, 117, 
185238717. 145 

remembrance — (recollec- 
tion, anamnésis), 39, 
57, 60—65, 67, 70, 75, 
77 £., 84, 86, 88, 100, 
110p135, 137 4E MAE, 
174 
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repentance, 70-73, 78, 
107 


sign (testimony, witness), 
40, 44, 68, 76 f., 84, 
117,125 ft: 

thanksgiving (gratitude), 
sacrifice of, 64—78, 100, 
107, 128, 139, 160 


Order: 


abuse of (unworthy eat- 
ing), 47, 83-86 

baptism required for be- 
lievers, 90 £., 174 f. 

basis (institution). See 
Holy Spirit; Jesus 
Christ: commandment, 
resurrection 

candles, dancing, music, 
vestments, 76 

diakonia (service), 89-96, 
173 f. 

discipline (fencing), 47, 
IE: 

drink. See Eating and 
drinking 

exemplary for all eating 
and drinking, 38 f., 48, 
55, 57, 60, 76 £., 100, 
106 ff. 

food. See Eating and 
drinking 

foot washing (pedila- 
vium), 98 f. 

frequency, 87 f. 

guests, 91 f., 174 f. 

Host, 96, 111, 177 

liturgy, 88 

location, 87 f. 

meal (“breaking of 
bread?) 38°, 55, 64, 
650993245961. 102, 


207 


105 f., 136 f., 172, 176 
ministers (president, dea- 
cons, waiters), 96 f., 

176 

reformation of, 11 f., 100 

relation to: eating and 
drinking in general, 8 f., 
SOOO IS T7294, 
100, 106 f.; economics, 
8 f.; grace at meals, 77; 
politics, 8f., 95, 100; 
social ethics, 100; wel. 
fare work, 90, 93 f. 

symbolism (tokenism), 
62, 82 f., 97 

the "strong" and the 
"weak," 50-54 

the Word must accom- 
pany, 61, 88 


Sacrament: 


“administered,” “‘cele- 
brated” by ordained 
clergy; sacerdotal, sacra- 
mental ministry, 53, 74, 
87, 96, 120 f., 182 

baptism required, 121 

definition, 9 

discerning Christ’s body 
and blood, 84 


| doctrine of. See Index of 


Names 
eating and drinking 

Christ's body and 
blood, 57, 119-155 

figuratively, 122 

materially, 127 

realistically, 9, 54, 
127 135 

sacramentally, 54, 


spiritually, 9, 54, 
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12245, 1277571 35 
symbolically, 122 
effects (efficacy) : 
“antidote against 
death,” 119. 
cognitive, 128, 149 
confers, conveys, dis- 
penses, mediates 
grace, 125 f. 
creates church unity, 
119, 154177 
frees man for new life, 
new creature, 154 
justifies, grants forgive- 
ness, 126, 154 
makes holy, 125 
“medicine of immortal- 
ity,” 119, 182 
participation in fruits 
of Christ's death, 
120 
Eucharist (sacramental), 
119.0.,140/1,5144,.159, 
177 
Eucharist, "two types" of, 
134,139, 148/1176 
exegetical discussion of, 
134—148 
historical succession (epis- 
copal, presbyterial), 
178 


history of, 119—129 
institution, elements con- 
Secrated, 53 155120 ff, 
124, 126, 133, 145, 159 
means, channels, instru- 
ments: 
of faith, 9, 54, 125, 
127 £., 134 
of Holy Spirit, 37, 126 


Work (labor, toil), 18 ff 
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of grace, 9, 54, 80, 119, 
124 ff., 128, 134, 149 
of love of God, 80 
of union with Christ, 
119 £., 154, 176 

“medicine of immortal. 
ity," 119 

mystery (mystérion, sac- 
ramentum), 57, 120, 
122.9125 sol 3b 2142, 
146 

mystery religions, 121 f., 
125, 129-133, 143, 148 

presence of Christ in, 54, 
57,:93, 12251124, 126, 
128, 154, 175 

presence of Christ actu- 
alized, realized, reen- 
acted, repeated, re-pre- 
sented, 9, 63, 135, 137, 
143, 147; 149, 151, 
154, 159, 178 

representation of cultic 
deity, 125, 133 

sacrifice, 120, 176, 182 

unworthy eating, 123 

virtue, 123, 154 

visible sign, 122 f. 

Word added to, 123 


Poverty (poor), 8, 20f. 29, 


33, 49, 74,-83, 87, 89-96, 
100, 112, 175 


Riches (rich), 91-93, 100, 112 
Thirst (thirsty), 28, 31-36, 74, 


93-95, 174 


"» 


26if;, 298. 
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